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of  bill  as  introduced. 
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May  13,  1959 
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Senate  Document  No.  27,  Print  of  document. 

May  lU,  1959 

House  received  Presidents  message  on  wheat. 

Rep.  Cooley  introduced  H.  R.  7118  which  was  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  House  Agriculture  Committee. 

Print  of  bill  as  introduced. 

House  committee  granted  permission  to  file  re¬ 
port  by  midnight  May  l5th. 

May  15,  1959 

House  committee  met  in  executive  consideration 
of  H.  R.  7118. 

Senate  committee  ordered  reported  an  original 
bill,  and  was  granted  permission  to  report  the 
bill  by  May  18th. 

May  18,  1959 

Senate  committee  reported  an  original  bill, 

S.  1968.  S.  Report  No.  295.  Print  of  bill  and 
report. 

May  19,  1959 

House  committee  approved  provisions  of  H.  R. 

7118,  and  directed  Rep.  Cooley  to  introduce  a 
clean  bill. 

Rep.  Cooley  introduced  H.  R.  721*6  which  was  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  House  Agriculture  Committee. 

Print  of  bill  as  introduced. 

May  20,  1959 

Senate  passed  over  S.  1968  at  the  request  of 

Sen.  Engle, 

Sen.  Capehart  submitted  and  discussed  amendments 
to  S.  1968.  Copy  of  amendments  (in  the  nature  of 
a  substitute). 

Excerpts  from  a  release  issued  by  House  Agricul¬ 
ture  Committee  on  provisions  of  H.  R.  721*6. 
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June  8,  1959 

June  10,  1959 
June  11,  1959 
June  12 ,  1959 

June  16,  1959 
June  17 ,  1959 

June  18,  1959 


Senate  began  debate  on  S.  1968. 

House  committee  voted  to  report  H.  R.  72^6, 
amended  and  in  lieu  of  H.  R.  7118. 

Sen.  Dirksen  submitted  his  proposed  amendment 
in  the  nature  of  a  substitute  for  S.  1968, 
including  a  three  year  extension  of  Public  Law 
U80. 

Senate  passed  S.  1968  with  amendments. 

House  committee  reported  H.  R.  721*6  with  amend¬ 
ments.  H.  Report  No.  381*.  Print  of  bill  and 
report. 

Rules  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  did  not 
actually  report)  resolution  for  the  consideration 
of  H.  R.  721*6. 

Rules  Committee  reported  resolution  for  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  H.  R.  721*6.  H.  Res.  285,  H.  Report 
No.  1*38.  Print  of  resolution  and  report. 

Rep.  Belcher  introduced  H.  R*  7611  which  was 
referred  to  the  House  Agriculture  Committee. 

Print  of  bill  as  introduced. 

House  began  debate  on  H.  R.  721*6. 

House  concluded  debate  on  H.  R.  721*6. 

House  passed  S.  1968  with  amendments  in  lieu  of 
H.  R.  721*6.  H.  R.  721*6  laid  on  the  table  due  to 
the  passage  of  S.  1968. 

Both  Houses  appointed  conferees. 

Conferees  met  in  executive  session  but  took  no 
action. 

Both  Houses  received  conference  report  on  S.  1968. 
H.  Report  No.  560.  Print  of  report. 

Senate  agreed  to  conference  report. 

House  rejected  conference  report  on  S.  1968. 

House  agreed  to  motion  to  return  bill  to  con¬ 
ference  for  further  consideration. 


House  conferees  appointed. 
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Juno  22,  1959  Senate  receded  from  Its  disagreement  to  the 

amendment  of  the  House* 

June  25,  1959  Senate  received  President*  s  veto  on  S*  1968. 

S.  Doc.  33*  Print  of  document. 
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DIGEST  OF  S.  1968  (Vetoed) 


WHEAT  PROGRAM.  S.  1968,  with  respect  to  the  1960  and  1961  wheat 
crops,  would  have  provided  price  support  at  90  percent  of  pari¬ 
ty;  reduced  each  farm  acreage  allotment  by  25  percent;  required, 
as  a  condition  of  wheat  price  support,  that  the  farm  acreage  of 
price  supported  crops  be  reduced  below  the  1957  and  1958  average 
by  an  acreage  equal  to  the  25  percent  reduction  in  the  wheat 
acreage  allotment;  provided  for  a  payment  in  kind  for  the  acreage 
representing  the  25  percent  reduction,  if  such  acreage  is  not 
harvested  or  grazed;  provided  that  the  acreage  represented  by  the 
25  percent  reduction  be  ineligible  for  the  conservation  reserve; 
limited  price  support  to  the  commercial  area  and,  if  marketing 
quotas  were  not  disapproved,  to  cooperators;  provided  price  sup¬ 
port  at  50  percent  of  parity  to  noncooperators,  as  well  as  co- 
operators,  if  marketing  quotas  were  not  disapproved;  provided 
that  if  marketing  quotas  were  disapproved,  the  minimum  CCC  sales 
price  for  wheat  for  unrestricted  use  would  be  105  percent  of  75 
percent  of  parity,  plus  reasonable  carrying  charges;  imposed 
penalties  on  the  actual  yield  of  the  excess  acres;  increased  the 
marketing  penalty  to  65  percent  of  parity;  reduced  the  15-acre 
exemption  to  the  smaller  of  12  acres  or  the  highest  acreage 
planted  in  1957,  1958,  or  1959;  and  removed  the  30-acre  limita¬ 
tion  on  the  feed  wheat  exemption.  The  bill  would  have  also  made 
the  following  permanent  changes  in  the  law:  provided  a  $35,000 
limitation  on  price  support  for  wheat  per  producer  per  year;  pro¬ 
vided  that  in  any  case  in  which  the  x^heat  marketing  excess  for  a 
farm  is  reduced  to  zero  by  reason  of  underproduction,  the  farm, 
county,  and  State  would  not  receive  an  acreage  history  penalty  by 
reason  of  the  overplanting;  based  eligibility  for  voting  in 
marketing  quota  referendums  on  compliance  with  allotments  in  the 
year  in  which  the  referendum  was  held  (rather  than  on  being  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  quota  being  voted  on);  repealed  the  200  bushel  wheat 
marketing  quota  exemption;  and  repealed  a  requirement  that  an 
additional  allotment  list  be  kept  by  the  county  agent  or  local 
committee  chairman. 
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86th  CONGRESS  1  T  T>  /)HAH 

1st  Session  LL  K.  6737 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

April  28, 1959 

Mr.  Albert  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture 


A  BILL 

To  amend  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  and  Public 
Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Congress,  as  amended. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  That  title  I  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  is 

4  amended  by  adding  the  following  new  section: 

5  “Sec.  106.  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section 

6  101  of  this  Act,  for  each  of  the  1960  and  1961  crops  of 

7  wheat  price  support  shall  he  made  available  as  provided  in 

8  this  section.  The  support  price  for  each  such  crop  shall  be 

9  85  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  therefor.  Price  support 
10  under  this  section  shall  be  made  available  only  if  producers 


I 


1  have  not  disapproved  marketing  quotas  for  the  crop.  In  case 

2  marketing  quotas  are  disapproved,  price  support  to  coop- 

3  erators  shall  be  as  provided  in  section  101  (d)  (3) .  Whether 

4  marketing  quotas  are  approved  or  disapproved,  price  support 

5  shall  be  made  available  only  if  acreage  allotments  under  the 

6  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  are  in 

7  effect  and  only  to  producers  who  comply  with  such  farm 

8  acreage  allotments  for  wheat.” 

9  Sec.  2.  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Congress,  as 

10  amended,  is  amended  effective  with  respect  to  the  1960  and 

11  subsequent  crops  of  wheat  as  follows: 

12  (a)  Item  (1)  (7  U.S.C.  1340  (1)  )  is  amended  to  read 

13  as  follows: 

14  “  ( 1 )  If  a  national  marketing  quota  for  wheat  is  in  effect 

15  for  any  marketing  year,  farm  marketing  quotas  shall  be  in 

16  effect  for  the  crop  of  wheat  which  is  normally  harvested  in 

17  the  calendar  year  in  which  such  marketing  year  begins. 

18  The  farm  marketing  quota  for  any  crop  of  wheat  shall  be 

19  the  actual  production  of  the  acreage  planted  to  such  crop  of 

20  wheat  on  the  farm  less  the  farm  marketing  excess.  The 

21  farm  marketing  excess  shall  be  an  amount  equal  to  double  the 

22  normal  yield  of  wheat  per  acre  established  for  the  farm 

23  multiplied  by  the  number  of  acres  planted  to  such  crop  of 

24  wheat  on  the  farm  in  excess  of  the  farm  acreage  allotment 
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for  such  crop  unless  the  producer,  in  accordance  with  regula¬ 
tions  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  and  within  the  time  pre¬ 
scribed  therein,  establishes  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Secretary 
the  actual  production  of  such  crop  of  wheat  on  the  farm.  If 
such  actual  production  is  so  established  the  farm  marketing 
excess  shall  be  such  actual  production  less  the  actual  produc¬ 
tion  of  the  farm  wheat  acreage  allotment:  Provided,  how¬ 
ever,  That  the  farm  marketing  excess  shall  be  adjusted  to 
zero  if  the  total  actual  production  on  the  farm  does  not 
exceed  the  normal  production  of  the  farm  wheat  acreage 
allotment.  Actual  production  of  the  farm  wheat  acreage  al¬ 
lotment  shall  mean  the  actual  average  yield  per  harvested 
acre  of  wheat  on  the  farm  multiplied  by  the  number  of  acres 
constituting  the  farm  acreage  allotment.  In  determining  the 
actual  average  yield  per  harvested  acre  of  wheat  and  the 
actual  production  of  wheat  on  the  farm  any  acreage  utilized 
for  feed  without  threshing  after  the  wheat  is  headed,  or  avail¬ 
able  for  such  utilization  at  the  time  the  actual  production  is 
determined,  shall  be  considered  harvested  acreage  and  the 
production  thereof  in  terms  of  grain  shall  be  appraised  iiri 
accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  and 
such  production  included  in  the  actual  production  of  wheat 
on  the  farm.  The  acreage  planted  to  wheat  on  a  farm  shall’ 
include  all  acreage  planted  to  wheat  for  any  purpose  and 
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self-seeded  (volunteer)  wheat,  but  shall  not  include  any 
acreage  that  is  disposed  of  prior  to  harvest  in  accordance 
with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary.” 

(b)  Item  (2)  (7  U.S.C.  1340(2))  is  amended  by 

striking  out  “45”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “65”. 

(c)  Item  (3)  (7  U.S.O.  1340  (3)  )  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows: 

“(3)  The  farm  marketing  excess  for  wheat  shall  be 
regarded  as  available  for  marketing,  and  the  penalty  and  the 
storage  amount  or  amounts  of  wheat  to  be  delivered  to  the 
Secretary  shall  be  computed  upon  double  the  normal  produc¬ 
tion  of  the  excess  acreage.  If  the  farm  marketing  excess 
so  computed  is  adjusted  downward  on  the  basis  of  actual 
production  as  heretofore  provided  the  difference  between  the 
amount  of  the  penalty  or  storage  computed  on  the  basis  of 
double  the  nonnal  production  and  as  computed  on  actual 
production  shall  be  returned  to  or  allowed  the  producer  or  a 
corresponding  adjustment  made  in  the  amount  to  be  de¬ 
livered  to  the  Secretary  if  the  producer  elects  to  make  such 
delivery.  The  Secretary  shall  issue  regulations  under  which 
the.  farm  marketing  excess  of  wheat  for  the  farm  shall  lie 
stored  or  delivered  to  him.  Upon  failure  to  store,  or  deliver 
to  the  Secretary,  the  farm  marketing  excess  within  such 
time  as  may  be  determined  under  regulations  prescribed  by 
the  Secretary  the  penalty  computed  as  aforesaid  shall  be 
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paid  by  the  producer.  Any  wheat  delivered  to  the  Secre¬ 
tary  hereunder  shall  become  the  property  of  the  United 
States  and  shall  be  disposed  of  by  the  Secretary  for  relief 
purposes  in  the  United  States  or  foreign  countries  or  in  such 
other  manner  as  he  shall  determine  will  divert  it  from  the 
normal  channels  of  trade  and  commerce.” 

(d)  Item  (7)  (7  U.S.C.  1340  (7)  )  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows: 

“(7)  A  farm  marketing  quota  on  any  crop  of  wheat 
shall  not  be  applicable  to  any  farm  on  which  the  acreage 
planted  to  wheat  for  such  crop  does  not  exceed  fifteen  acres : 
Provided,  however,  That-  a  farm  marketing  quota  on  the 
1960  and  1961  crops  of  wheat  shall  be  applicable  to  any 
farm  on  which  the  acreage  of  wheat  exceeds  twelve  acres 
and  to  any  farm  on  which  wheat  is  planted  if  no  wheat  was 
planted  on  such  farm  for  harvest  in  the  marketing  years 
1957,  1958,  and  1959.” 

Sec.  3.  Item  (12)  of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy- 
seventh  Congress,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1340(12)  )  is 
hereby  repealed  effective  beginning  with  the  1960  crop  of 
wheat. 

Sec.  4.  The  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended,  is  amended  as  follows : 

(a)  Section  334  is  amended  by  inserting  “(1)”  aftei 
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1  “(c)”  and  adding-  a  new  subparagraph  (2)  following  sub- 

2  paragraph  (c)  (1)  to  read  as  follows: 

3  “(2)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  each 

4  old  or  new  farm  acreage  allotment  for  the  1960  and  1961 

5  crops  of  wheat  as  determined  on  the  basis  of  a  minimum  na- 

6  tional  acreage  allotment  of  fifty-five  million  acres  shall  be 

7  reduced  by  20  per  centum.  In  the  event  notices  of  fann 

8  acreage  allotments  for  the  1960  crop  of  wheat  have  been 

9  mailed  to  farm  operators  prior  to  the  effective  date  of  this 
19  subparagraph  (2)  new  notices  showing  the  required  reduc- 

11  tion  shall  be  mailed  to  farm  operators  as  soon  as  practicable.” 

12  (b)  Section  334  is  further  amended  by  inserting  a  new 

13  paragraph  (d)  between  paragraphs  (c)  and  (e)  to  read 

14  as  follows: 

15  “(d)  For  the  purposes  of  paragraphs  (a),  (b),  and 

16  (c)  of  this  section  any  farm  on  which  the  farm  marketing 

17  excess  is  adjusted  to  zero  because  of  underproduction  pur- 

18  suant  to  applicable  provisions  of  law  shall  be  regarded  as  a 

19  farm  on  which  the  entire  amount  of  the  farm  marketing 

20  excess  has  been  delivered  to  the  Secretary  or  stored  in  ac- 

21  cordance  with  applicable  regulations  to  avoid  or  postpone 

22  the  payment  of  the  penalty.” 

23  (c)  Subsection  (f)  of  section  335  is  amended  by 

24  striking  out  the  semicolon  at  the  end  of  item  (1)  and  add- 
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ing  “and  shall  not  apply  to  other  farms  with  respect  to  the 
1960  and  1961  crops;”. 

(d)  Section  336  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“Sec.  336.  Between  the  date  of  issuance  of  any  procla¬ 
mation  of  any  national  marketing  quota  for  wheat  and  July 
25  of  the  year  in  which  the  proclamation  is  made  the  Secre¬ 
tary  shall  conduct  a  referendum  by  secret  ballot  to  determine 
whether  fanners  favor  or  oppose  such  quota.  Farmers  eli¬ 
gible  to  vote  in  such  referendum  shall  be  fanners  who  were 
engaged  in  the  production  of  the  crop  of  wheat  normally 
harvested  in  the  calendar  year  immediately  preceding  the 
calendar  year  in  which  the  referendum  is  held  on  a  farm  that 
was  not  exempted  from  farm  marketing  quotas  on  such  crop 

of  wheat  under  applicable  provisions  of  law.  Any  acreage 

!  i: 

considered  as  being  devoted  to  wheat  in  establishing  future 
allotments  under  applicable  provisions  of  law  shall  be  con¬ 
sidered  as  wheat-producing  acreage  for  the  purpose  of  de¬ 
termining  eligibility  to  vote.  If  the  Secretary  determines 
that  more  than  one-third  of  the  farmers  voting  in  the  referen¬ 
dum  oppose  such  quota  he  shall  prior  to  the  effective  date 
of  such  quota  by  proclamation  suspend  the  operation  of  the 
national  marketing  quotas  with  respect  to  wheat”. 

(e)  Section  362  is  amended  by  deleting  the  second 


sentence  thereof. 
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1  Sec.  5.  Subsections  (b)  and  (c)  of  section  335  of  the 

2  Agri cultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  are  here- 

3  by  repealed  and  subsection  (d)  of  said  section  is  repealed 

4  effective  beginning  with  the  1960  crop  of  wheat. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  subcommittee  ordered  r< 
supplemental  appropriation  bill.  House  ag 
al  bill  on  Thursday,  Rep.  Johnson,  Wisc> 
zation  program. 


tted  wheat  bill.  Senate  debated  second 
ed  to  consider  veto  of  REA  loan  approv- 
urged  enactment  of  dairy  income  stabili- 


0 


HOUSE 


message  on  S.  144,  to 
e  approval  of  loans,  and 


1.  ELECTRIFICATION.  Received  /rom  the  President  the  vet 
give  the  REA  Administrator  additional  authority  over 
agreed  to  consider  it  today,  Apr.  30,  pp.  6321-2 

Rep.  Lane  criticized  certain  aspects  of  reciprocal  tr^de,  stated  that 
American  industry  is/being  'undermined"  because  'an  agency\of  the  Federal 
Government  does  not/ have  the  authority  under  existing  law  tas.  insist  that  the 

oans  shall  'Buy  American,'  referred  to  arAREA  loan  to  a 
part  of  which  money  was  used  to  buy  a  Swiss  ^generator,  and 
be  raised  "for  the  protection  of  our  imperilled  industries." 


recipients  of  its,, 
Texas  cooperate 
urged  that  tariffs 
pp.  6397-8. 


2.  DAIRY. INDUSTRY.  Rep.  Johnson,  Wise.,  criticized  the  Secretary  for  speeding 

'$5  for  yvery  $1  spent  by  his  predecessors"  while  "net  farm  income  hasNfallen 
from  $1^2 3  billion  in  1952  tc  $13.2  billion  in  1958,"  stated  that  the  da\ry 
f arme/  was  "one  of  the  lowest  men  on  the  farm  income  totem  pole,"  and  discussed 
his/^fairy  marketing  bill  to  1  establish  the  support  level  of  90/o  of  parity  fi 
buyterfat  and  manufacturing  milk,"  to  establish  "a  system  of  marketing  quotasV' 
d  to  give  the  milk  producers  an  opportunity  to  vote  on  acceptance  of  the  plat 
6379 


3. 


-  2  - 


,IC  LAND,  Received  from  Interior  a  proposed  bill  "to  authorize  the  c 
caCdon,  segregation,  and  disposal  of  public  lands  chiefly  valuable  for  urb 
susiness  purposes";  to  the  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee,  p 


and 


4.  CLAIMS. \  The  Judiciary  Committee  reported  with  amendment  H.  R.  6000,  to  increase 
the  limit  for  administrative  settlement  of  claims  against  the  U.  S.  utf  er  the 
tort  claims  procedure  to  $3,000  (H.  Rept.  323).  p.  6399 


- 


5.  WHEAT.  The  Daily  Digest  said  "the  Wheat  Subcommittee  of  the  Agriculture  Com¬ 
mittee  met  in  executive  session  and  ordered  favorably  reported  to  the  full  com¬ 
mittee  H.  R.  6737  (amended),  to  amend  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended, 
the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  and  Public  Law  74  (75th 
Cong.) ,  as  amended."  p.  D299 


6.  NATIONAL  FLOWER.  Re^w  Price  inserted  a  poem  on  the  com  t 
urged  adoption  of  the\carnation  as  the  national  flower. 


;sel  and  Rep.  Rogers 
sp.  6383,  6394 


id  lending  purposes,  a 
:ee  on  Interior  and 


RECLAMATION.  This  office\has  obtained,  for  reference 

few  copies  of  a  "committed  print"  of  the  House  Commiy*.^  ««  *„wv-**^*  -  ^ 

Insular  Affairs,  "Reclamation  --  Accomplishments  an^ Contributions."  The  pub¬ 
lication  was  prepared  by  the\Legislative  Reference/Service,  at  the  request  of 
several  committee  members,  foXthe  specific  purpose  of  setting  forth  the  favor¬ 
able  aspects  of  the  reclamation\prograra.  The  introduction  states:  "It  pre¬ 
sents  a  factual  account  of  the  achievements  and  contributions  of  the  Federal 
reclamation  program,  including  its\history  ap&  background;  physical  accomplish¬ 
ments;  contributions  to  the  local,  western,^nnd  national  economies;  feasibility, 
including  costs  and  repayment;  cooperation/and  coordination  with  local.  State, 
and  other  Federal  agencies;  and  a  compqr|4on  of  the  reclamation  program  with 
other  Federal  public  works  programs." 


8. 


SECOND  SUPPLEMENTAL  APPROPRIATION  B2&L.  Continued  debate  on  this  bill,  H.  R. 
5916.  No  action  was  taken  on  itqjfts  affecting  \his  Department,  pp.  6276-81, 
6282-6,  6292-3,  6305-11 


9. 


AIR  POLLUTION.  Passed  with  amendments  S.  441,  to  continue  for  four  years,  until  ' 
July  1,  1964,  the  Federal  aj/T-pollution  control  law\  pp.  6264-7 


10.  WATER  COMPACT.  Passed  witj^but  amendment  S.  548,  to  gral 
to  a  Great  Lakes  Basin  Compact  for  the  development  and 
basin,  pp.  6273-5 


the  consent  of  Congress 
;e  of  the  water  of  the 


11.  PERSONNEL.  At  the  request  of  Sen.  Engle,  passed  over  S.  91  itad  H.  R.  460,  to 
limit  to  cases  involving  the  national  security  the  prohibitio\  on  payment  of 
retirement  annuities  to  Federal  employees,  pp.  6262,  6268 


12.  MILK.  At  the  request  of  Sen.  Engle,  passed  over  S.  1289,  to  increase  and  extend 
the  special  milk  program  for  children,  p.  6269 

At  the  request  of  Sen.  Engle,  passed  over  S.  753,  to  authorize  cooperative 
association^  of  milk  producers  to  bargain  with  purchasers  singly  or  irk  groups, 
pp.  6269,  >6276 


13.  RESEARCH/  SURPLUS  COMMODITIES.  At  the  request  of  Sen.  Keating,  passed  ovei 
S.  690/  to  provide  for  research  on  increased  use  of  agricultural  products 
industrial  purposes,  p.  6269 
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to  set  price  supports  at  907.  of 
s/message  on  wheat,  housing,  and  high- 
ogram  against  recent  attacks.  House 
e,  diversion,  and  export  of  eggs  and 
reported  bill  to  extend  Reorganization 


HOUSE 

1.  WHEAT.  The  Agriculture  Committee  ordered  reported  with  amendment  H.  R.  6737, 

which  would  set  price  supports  on  wheat  at  907>  of  parity  with  acreage  allotment 
reductions  of  307o.  p.  D349 

POULTRY  AND  EGGS.  Ttfe  Agriculture  Committee  adopted  aN^esolution  requesting 
the  Secretary  ’’to  ^nsview  all  existing  authority  and  available  funds  with  the 
purpose  of  immediately  and  fully  implementing  in  every  practical  manner  such 
programs  of  purchase,  diversion,  and  export  of  eggs  and  poaltry  products  as 
will  lead  to  improvement  in  the  present  critical  situation  the  poultry  in¬ 
dustry."  p./D349 


3.  0RGANIZAT1 
ment  H., 


3N.  The  Government  Operations  Committee  ordered  report^  with  amend- 
.  5140,  to  extend  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949.  p.  D3! 


PROPERTY.  The  Government  Operations  Committee  ordered  reported  with  amendment 
S.  ioO,  to  extend  the  authority  of  GSA  to  pay  direct  expenses  in  connection 
wi'th  the  utilization  of  excess  real  property  and  related  personalty.  p.\D350 

5. /RECLAMATION.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  ordered  reported 

H.  R.  5687  (amended  and  a  clean  bill  will  be  introduced),  to  construct  the  S< 
Luis  unit  of  the  Central  Valley  project,  California,  p.  D350 


2  - 


6.  ALASKA.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  ordered  reported  with  amend- 
raentNH.  R.  6091,  to  amend  certain  laws  of  the  U*  S*  in  light  of  the  admission 
of  the^State  of  Alaska  into  the  Union,  p.  D350  /  A 


SENATE 


7.  PRESIDENT’S  MESSAGE.  Received  from  the  President  a  message  urging  Congress  to 

take  prompt  action  to  enact  legislation  dealing  with  the  wheat ,  housing,  and 
highway  situations,  pp.  7210-12 

Sen.  Dirksen  commended  the  President’s  message  and  urged  Congress  to  enact 
legislation  to  carry  out  his  recommendations,  pp.  7211-12 
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LEGISLATIVE  KECOMMENDATIONS 


MESSAGE 


PROM 

THE  PRESIDENT  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

TRANSMITTING 

RECOMMENDATIONS  FOR  THREE  MATTERS  REQUIRING  URGENT 
CONSIDERATION  AND  ACTION  WITH  REFERENCE  AS  FOLLOWS: 

RECOMMENDATION  NO.  1— FINANCE  COMMITTEE 
RECOMMENDATION  NO.  2— BANKING  AND  CURRENCY  COM¬ 
MITTEE 

RECOMMENDATION  NO.  3— AGRICULTURE  AND  FORESTRY 

COMMITTEE 


May  13,  1959. — Read  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


To  the  Congress  of  the  United  States: 

In  making  my  legislative  recommendations  in  January  of  this  year 
I  called  to  the  particular  attention  of  the  Congress  three  matters 
requiring  urgent  consideration  and  action.  It  is  now  some  4  months 
since  I  made  these  recommendations  and  to  date  the  Congress  has 
dealt  finally  with  none  of  them.  On  one,  it  has  taken  no  action  at  all. 

These  recommendations  were  as  follows: 

1.  To  avert  a  serious  disruption  of  the  Interstate  Highway 
program  due  to  an  impending  deficit  in  the  highway  trust  fund, 
I  recommended  a  temporary  increase  in  the  Federal  tax  on 
motor  fuels; 

2.  To  avoid  the  possibility  of  a  serious  interruption  in  home- 
building,  I  recommended  an  increased  authorization  for  the 
insuring  of  home  mortgages  by  the  Federal  Housing  Administra¬ 
tion  ; 

3.  To  halt  the  accelerated  buildup  of  surplus  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  and  to  reduce  those  stocks  and  their  ever-mounting 
cost  to  the  tax}) aver,  I  recommended  corrective  legislation. 


34011 
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LEGISLATIVE  RECOMMENDATIONS 


Since  these  recommendations  were  made,  time  has  grown  steadily 
shorter  and  the  problems  occasioned  by  the  lack  of  action  in  the 
Congress  increasingly  critical. 

HIGHWAY  TRUST  FUND 

In  setting  up  the  Interstate  Highway  program  in  1956,  the  Congress 
provided  that  it  be  conducted  on  a  pay-as-you-go  basis  and,  to 
accomplish  this  purpose,  established  the  highway  trust  fund.  Motor 
fuels  and  other  highway  user  taxes  are  paid  into  this  fund,  and  Federal 
grants,  amounting  to  90  percent  of  the  cost  of  building  the  Interstate 
Highway  System,  are  paid  to  the  States  out  of  the  fund. 

Legislation  enacted  last  year,  however,  has  increased  the  rate  at 
which  money  is  being  spent  from  the  fund  and  nothing  has  been  done 
to  put  more  money  into  the  fund.  Because  the  law  wisely  requires 
that  the  fund’s  expenditures  not  exceed  its  receipts,  it  will  be  impossible 
this  year,  without  congressional  action,  to  apportion  funds  so  that  the 
States  may  make  commitments  for  future  highway  construction. 
Apportionments  in  the  following  year  would  also  be  far  below  those 
needed  to  carry  forward  the  roadbuilding  schedule  now  contemplated 
by  law. 

To  keep  the  highway  trust  fund  on  a  pay-as-you-go  basis  and  to 
maintain  the  planned  construction  schedule,  I  recommended  a  tem¬ 
porary  increase  of  1%  cents  a  gallon  in  the  Federal  tax  on  motor  fuels, 
effective  July  1  of  this  year. 

The  recent  suggestion  that  receipts  from  the  manufacturers’  excise 
tax  on  automobiles  be  earmarked  for  the  trust  fund  is  an  unsatisfactory 
alternative.  The  transfer  of  those  receipts,  running  about  a  billion 
dollars  a  year,  from  the  general  fund  to  the  highway  trust  fund 
would  mean  only  that  the  problem  would  then  be  to  raise  new  taxes 
to  replenish  the  loss  to  the  general  fund. 

An  even  more  unsatisfactory  alternative,  proposed  by  some,  would 
be  legislation  to  waive  the  pay-as-you-go  requirement.  This  would 
only  be  a  refusal  to  face  reality — one  that  the  Congress  would  be 
hard  put  to  explain.  Less  than  3  years  ago,  as  a  matter  of  legislative 
policy,  the  Congress  declared  in  the  Highway  Revenue  Act  of  1956 
that  if  it  ever  appears  that  the  trust  fund’s  total  receipts  will  be  less 
than  its  total  expenditures— 

the  Congress  shall  enact  legislation  in  order  to  bring  about  a  balance  of  total 
receipts  and  total  expenditures. 

Less  than  2  months  remain  for  timely,  responsible  action  by  the 
Congress  on  my  recommendation. 

HOUSING 

In  January  I  urged  the  enactment  of  emergency  legislation  to  in¬ 
crease  by  $6  billion  the  Federal  Housing  Administration’s  authority 
to  insure  privately  extended  home  mortgages. 

This  recommendation  has  not  been  enacted.  The  height  of  the 
homebuilding  season  is  upon  us,  builders  must  plan  ahead,  and  the 
agency’s  insurance  authority  is  in  danger  of  being  exhausted. 

The  $6  billion  increase  in  authority  involves  no  Federal  spending 
and  FHA’s  operations  are  self-supporting. 
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Beeause  it  could  see  that  its  authority  was  running  out,  the  agency 
late  last  year,  where  it  could,  began  issuing  agreements  to  insure  in 
the  future  provided  it  then  actually  had  authority  remaining.  By 
thus  substituting  provisional  agreements  for  actual  commitments,  the 
agency  has  been  able  to  avoid  an  abrupt  halt  in  its  operations  due  to 
a  lack  of  insurance  authority. 

Although  the  agency  may  be  able  to  continue  on  this  temporarv 
basis  until  June  30,  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year,  the  situation  grows 
more  precarious  every  day.  The  agency’s  outstanding  agreements  to 
insure  in  the  future  now  exceed  $3  billion,  more  than  twice  the  amount 

of.  the  agency  s  remaining  authority  to  make  actual  insurance  com¬ 
mitments. 


To  avoid  the  possibility  of  a  serious  interruption  in  homebuildW 
all  across  America,  sound  congressional  action  in  this  area  is  urgently 


WHEAT 

I  have  frequently  requested  legislation  to  deliver  our  farmers  and 
taxpayers  everywhere  from  the  mounting  failures  and  staggering 
excesses  of  the  mandatory  farm  price  support  and  production  control 
program. <  Unless  this  pressing  issue  is  squarely  met  and  resolutely 
dealt  with,  the  next  few  years  will  see  the  surplus  problem,  because 
of  its  staggering  cost  to  increasingly  frustrated  and  impatient  tax¬ 
payers,  crash  of  its  own  weight,  carrying  with  it  all  that  is  sound  and 
good  in  the  support  of  agriculture  by  the  Federal  Government. 

The  most  dramatic  failure  of  all — and  the  problem  requiring  the 
most  urgent  attention — is  the  wheat  program.  Surplus  wheat  stocks 
are  already  2%  times  our  annual  domestic  consumption  for  food. 
By  July  1  of  next  year  these  stocks  are  expected  to  reach  1.5  billion 
bushels  and  to  involve  an  investment  of  $3.5  billion  by  the  Federal 
Government.  Wheat  storage,  handling  and  interest  charges  alone 
will  cost  the  American  taxpayer  close  to  half  a  billion  dollars  in 
the  next  fiscal  year.  Final  proof  of  the  present  program’s  utter 
failure  to  control  production  lies  in  the  fact  that  the  last  wheat  crop 
was  the  largest  in  history. 

Because  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  required  by  law  to  announce 
a  continuation  of  this  thoroughly  discredited  program  by  the  15tli  of 
May,  in  January  I  urgently  recommended  corrective  legislation.  The 
deadline  set  by  law  is  now  only  2  days  away.  No  such  legislation 
has  been  passed. 

I  understand  that  at  this  late  hour  the  Congress  has  elected  further 
to  postpone  its  decision  by  briefly  extending  the  deadline  for  announc¬ 
ing  next  year’s  wheat  program.  Having  chosen  this  course,  the  Con¬ 
gress  should  use  this  added  time  to  enact  realistic  and  constructive 
legislation  that  will  effectively  avert  the  impending  disaster  in  wheat. 

*  *  * 

I  am  compelled  once  again  to  call  these  particular  matters  to  the 
special  attention  of  the  Congress  because  the  orderly  and  efficient  con¬ 
duct  of  the  people’s  business  so  requires.  I  urge  the  Congress  to  act 
expeditiously  in  these  critical  areas. 


The  White  House,  May  13,  1959. 

O 


Dwight  D.  Eisenhower. 


..  ,.M.  • 
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Colombia  and  other  Caribbean  lands  as  well 
as  tmv  United  States,  which  successfully  rid 
FanamV  recently  of  the  Cuban  marauders, 
and  sirmlar  situations  may  yet  develop  in 
Haiti,  th\ Dominican  Republic,  Nicaragua, 
and  elsewhere. 

Senator  Smothers’  suggestion  calls  to  mind 
another  worthy  proposal  made  to  the  OAS 
itself  by  formes  Costa  Rican  Ambassador 
Gonzalo  Facio.  \  t 

Dr.  Facio  felt  that  the  cost  of  hemisphere 
defense  arms  furnished  to  South  American 
nations  by  the  UniteovStates  was  an  undue 
burden  on  these  relatively  impoverished 
economies.  Furthermore\he  questioned  the 
usefulness  of  much  of  the  materiel  in  a 
missile  and  nuclear  bomb  age.  He  thought 
that  the  money  spent  for  obsolete  arms  and 
equipment  could  be  better  sphnt  on  social 
services  or  capital  development. 

His  plan  got  little  editorial  support  except 
this  newspaper’s.  There  was  almost\no  feel¬ 
ing  for  it  among  OAS  delegates  arid  Luis 
Quintanilla,  Mexico’s  delegate  at  the -time, 
opposed  it  on  the  silly  grounds  that  it\was 
a  United  States  inspired  maneuver  to  disai 
our  neighbors. 

Senator  Smathers’  proposal,  if  adopted  and' 
implemented,  would  provide  a  means  of  con¬ 
trolling  irresponsible  inter -American  aggres¬ 
sions  without  raising  the  nasty  bugaboo  of 
intervention  by  any  single  state. 

Senator  Smathers  said  a  great  many  other 
useful  things  in  his  speech.  Noting  the  tru¬ 
ism  that  the  United  States  is  such  a  huge 
customer  of  the  other  American  republics 
that  any  controls  we  impose  have  immediate 
and  drastic  effect  on  their  economies,  he 
suggested  that  this  placed  the  United  States 
under  an  obligation  to  exercise  a  great  care 
in  setting  up  quotas  on  imports,  raising  tar¬ 
iffs  and  generally  tampering  wtih  the  free 
flow  of  goods. 

He  also  said  that  the  best  sort  of  aid  we 
can  give  our  underdeveloped  sister  nations  is 
technical  aid  to  help  them  make  good  use 
of  their  own  riches. 

This  is  an  area  in  which  the  Senator  can 
be  of  great  help  by  persuading  members  of 
his  own  party  to  vote  for  the  administra¬ 
tion’s  foreign  aid  program.  The  Democrats 
seem  to  have  narrowed  their  vision  substan¬ 
tially  in  reference  to  foreign  aid  and  short¬ 
ened  it,  too. 

In  the  long  run,  economically  depressed 
neighbors  will  always  be  a  liability — for  all 
concerned,  including  ourselves;  on  the  other 
hand,  a  wealthier,  developed,  and  expanding 
South  America  is  good  for  them,  for  us,  and 
for  the  world. 


GRASSROOTS  CAMPAIGN  AGAIN!; 

INFLATION 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  a/he  of 
the  great  economic  dangers  confronting 
the  Nation  in  this  great  era  of  expansion 
to  which  we  often  refer  as  tl^e  space  age 
is  the  threat  of  inflation. 

The  fight  against  inflation  is  not  being 
carried  on  by  only  a  hanaful  of  citizens. 
Reaction  against  excessive  Government 
spending  and  deficit/budgeting  proce¬ 
dures  is  coming  in/lrom  all  sections  of 
the  country. 

Americans  in /every  walk  of  life  are 
concerned,  ami'  rightfully  so,  over  the 
depreciation  /i  our  dollar  that  has  oc¬ 
curred  in  tjrfe  past  several  years.  Now, 
for  the  fir^t  time  in  many  a  month,  our 
citizens piee  an  opportunity  further  to 
stabilize  the  dollar. 

'they  look  to  Congress  to  take  ac- 
tior/that  will  enhance  opportunities  to 
ciVate  the  proper  economic  atmosphere 


to  promote  national  development  with¬ 
out  feeding  fuel  to  the  fires  of  inflation. 

An  example  of  the  constructive  efforts 
being  made  at  the  grassroots  level  to 
inform  the  public  of  the  need  for  a  real¬ 
istic  approach  to  and  understanding  of 
the  threat  to  our  economic  life  posed 
by  inflation,  are  the  thoughtful  edi¬ 
torials  of  newspaper  editors  throughout 
the  country  including  my  home  State  of 
South  Dakota. 

The  editors  are  performing  a  service 
in  the  public  interest  by  telling  the  story 
of  what  inflation  means  and  what  it  can 
do  to  a  nation’s  fiscal  system.  I  want  to 
bring  to  the  attention  of  my  colleagues 
at  this  time  an  editorial  from  the  Aber¬ 
deen  American-News,  one  of  our  out¬ 
standing  daily  newspapers  in  South  Da¬ 
kota,  edited  by  Henry  Schmitt  and  E.  J. 
Karrigan. 

The  American-News  has  devoted  a 
number  of  its  editorials  to  the  threat  of 
inflation,  and  I  ask  that  the  most  recent 
contribution  to  discussion  of  this  impor- 
,nt  topic  be  included  in  the  Record  at 
thjs  point. 

ere  being  no  objection,  the  editorial 
was  Wdered  to  be  printed  in  the  Recoj 
as  f ollWs : 

Must  Stqp  Inflation  To  Protect 
States 

Although  \he  Chamber  of  Commence  of  the 
United  Statess.at  its  recent  annual  meeting 
in  Washington\was  addressed  by  President 
Eisenhower  and  tnany  other  leaders  in  Gov¬ 
ernment  the  speech  that  attracted  the  most 
favorable  commentVas  by  /  layman. 

He  is  William  A.  McDonnell,  a  St.  Louis 
businessman,  and  his 'Speech  was  about  in¬ 
flation  which  he  said  i^the  Nation’s  number 
one  domestic  probler 

The  information  Aox  hi^,  speech  was  ob¬ 
tained  while  he  turned  the  country  as  presi¬ 
dent  of  the  National  Chamber 

“We  hear  oiy'every  hand,”  h'e  said,  “that 
it  is  the  duty/of  the  GovernmenKto  provide 
for  the  welfare  of  the  people.  Th\t  is  true, 
but  the  greatest  benefit  any  nation  (sail  pro¬ 
vide  for  its  people  is  a  stable  currency' 

A  stable  currency,  he  said,  would: 

Prevent  further  inflationary  theft 
thosX  with  fixed  or  lagging  income. 

mefit  those  who  depend  on  social  seV 
c/rity. 

Protect  the  value  of  our  savings  accounts 
and  insurance  policies. 

Encourage  thrift  and  the  formation  of  in¬ 
vestment  capital. 

Enable  business  to  expand  more  boldly  and 
so  provide  more  jobs. 

“In  a  word,”  he  explained,  “a  stable  dollar 
would  protect  the  little  people  *  *  *  the 
very  ones  who  are  supposed  to  be  helped  the 
most  by  the  so-called  Federal  aid  programs.” 

Persons  who  are  impressed  by  the  wisdom 
of  the  middlewestern  businessman’s  ap¬ 
praisal  should  write  to  their  Representatives 
in  Washington  and  let  them  know  that  in¬ 
flation  must  not  be  allowed  to  ruin  oppor¬ 
tunities  in  the  United  States. 


J.  EDGAR  HOOVER  AND  THE  FBI 

Mr.  DODD.  Mr.  President,  I  was  un¬ 
avoidably  absent  from  the  Senate  floor 
on  May  11,  and  was  therefore  unable 
to  pay  a  deserved  tribute  to  J.  Edgar 
Hoover  on  the  occasion  of  his  35th  an¬ 
niversary  as  Director  of  the  Federal  Bu¬ 
reau  of  Investigation. 

I  speak  of  J.  Edgar  Hoover  and  the 
FBI  first  with  the  gratitude  and  ad¬ 


miration  which  all  thoughtful  Americar 
must  feel  for  this  great  man  and  tt 
splendid  Bureau,  and  secondly  with  /he 
personal  attachment  and  pardonable 
pride  of  one  who  was  a  member  pi  the 
FBI  and  who  learned  the  group'd  rules 
of  public  service  in  that  organization. 

It  was  my  privilege  to  seryfe  under  J. 
Edgar  Hoover  as  a  special  agent,  to 
benefit  from  the  training  programs 
which  he  instituted,  tq/be  exposed  to 
the  ideals  of  public  service,  self-sacri¬ 
fice,  and  patriotism  ynich  permeate  his 
Bureau,  and  to  experience  the  atmos¬ 
phere  of  dedication  to  the  traditions  of 
this  country  whjch  he  inspired. 

Later  on,  as/L  special  assistant  to  the 
U.S.  Attorney  General,  working  daily 
with  the  FEU'  in  fields  ranging  from  civil 
liberties  tef  espionage,  I  had  additional 
cause  to.appreciate  and  be  thankful  for 
the  thoroughness  of  investigation,  the 
mastery  of  detail,  the  unsurpassed  stand¬ 
ards’  of  performance  of  the  FBI. 

“■'hirty-five  years  ago  the  FBI  was  a 
finor  agency  of  Government,  riddled 
'with  scandal,  marred  with  political  fa¬ 
voritism  and  threatened  with  abolition. 
Today  it  occupies  a  preeminent  position 
in  the  fields  of  law  enforcement  and  the 
protection  of  our  national  security.  The 
principal  credit  for  this  achievement  be- 
loijgs  to  J.  Edgar  Hoover. 

He  gave  the  leadership,  established  the 
standards,  and  provided  the  personal  in¬ 
spiration  which  brought  about  this  trans¬ 
formation. 

His  insistence  upon  thorough  mastery 
of  detail  and  scientific  methods  of  in¬ 
vestigation,  his  stress  upon  training  pro¬ 
grams  and  uniform  methods  of  report¬ 
ing  has  had  an  exemplary  influence  upon 
State  and  local  police  systems  and  has 
brought  law  enforcement  ever  closer  to 
the  status  of  a  true  science. 

During  an  era  in  which  Americans  in 
important  places  reacted  to  the  threat 
of  subversion  by  calling  for  abrogations 
of  constitutional  rights,  J.  Edgar  Hoover 
insisted  upon  complete  observance  of  the 
spirit  and  the  letter  of  those  rights. 

Having  established  great  prestige  for 
the  FBI,  he  refused  to  squander  it  by 
indulging  in  political  disputes  or  forays. 
Executive  police  officials  in  other  coun- 
trieMiave  been  the  focus  of  political  in- 
triguev  Not  so  with  J.  Edgar  Hoover. 

He  K&s  successfully  resisted  demands 
to  have  floe  FBI  usurp  the  tasks  of  State 
and  local  police,  and  thus  become  a  na¬ 
tional  polictrforce. 

The  list  ofNJ.  Edgar  Hoover’s  accom¬ 
plishments  areNmany,  but  two  achieve¬ 
ments  overshadoW  all  others. 

Under  his  leao^i’ship,  the  FBI  has 
proved  that  a  law\nforcement  agency 
can  reach  the  pinnable  of  effectiveness 
and  success  without  resorting  to  brutal¬ 
ity,  violating  due  process of  law,  or  en¬ 
gaging  in  other  unethical,  practices. 

And  he  has  demonstrated  chat  a  demo¬ 
cratic  society  can  develop  effective  meth¬ 
ods  of  controlling  subversion  \nd  pro¬ 
tecting  its  security  that  do  notNmvolve 
the  destruction  of  essential  constitutional 
freedoms. 

Mr.  Hoover’s  leadership  of  the  EBI 
spans  a  period  of  domestic  and  intema- 
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.tiorial  upheavel  unparalleled  in  history. 
ThroWh  recurring  panics  and  hysteria, 
through  radical  swings  of  political  senti¬ 
ment,  through  all  the  shifting  currents 
of  peace  tod  war,  J.  Edgar  Hoover  has 
provided  a .  steady  leadership  which 
makes  his  rigme  and  his  organization 
synonymous  with  devotion  to  the  public 
interest  and  dedication  to  the  ideals 
which  gave  birth  to  this  Nation  and 
which  have  motivated  it  in  its  finest 
hours. 

All  honor  to  him  on  this  anniversary. 

A  grateful  Nation  hopes  that  there 
will  be  many  more.  \ 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  President,  in  a 
recent  issue  of  the  Government  Stand¬ 
ard,  the  publication  of  the  \ American 
Federation  of  Government  Employees,  a 


J.  Edgar  Hoover,  the  director  of  the  Federal 
Bureau  of  Investigation,  is  an  outstanding 
civil  servant  who  has  dedicated  the  past  42 
years  of  his  life  to  the  protection  of  the  law- 
abiding  citizens  of  this  Nation. 

All  of  us  can  take  pride  in  the  achieve¬ 
ment  of  Mr.  Hoover  and  his  organization. 

The  outstanding  services  of  the  FBI  in  time 
of  national  crises  are  well  known.  During 
World  War  II  the  FBI  effectively  thwarted  * 
foreign-directed  sabotage  in  the  United 
States  without  a  breakdown  in  the  respect 
and  safeguards  for  civil  rights. 

In  the  past  there  have  been  some  efforts 
to  discredit  the  FBI  and  Mr.  Hoover.  As  the 
head  of  a  government  employees’  union 
which  is  dedicated  to  improving  the  career 
service,  I  commend  Mr.  Hoover  and  the  other 
devoted  Federal  employees  who  serve  under 
him.  The  FBI's  record  continues  to  speak 
for  itself  despite  the  efforts  of  certain  self' 


the  following  Monday,  therel  jAking 
into  consideration  the  needs  of  mbers 
who  may  desire  to  make  sp  les  or 
who  have  engagements  on  ,  norial 
Day.  \ 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  than  the  acting 
majority  leader. 


It  is  also  required  to  conduct  investiga¬ 
tions  where  there  are  allegations  of  disloyalty 
or,  subversive  activity  among  governme: 
wofkers.  These  investigations,  designed 
protect  the  Government  service,  have  Veen 
conduced  in  such  a  way  as  to  protect  the 
rights  of  individuals  and  in  many  instances 
false  allegations  of  disloyalty  were  effectively 
brought  tolight. 

As  president  of  the  AFGE,  I  ufge  all  our 
members  to  \emain  alert  for/  any  smear 
tactics  aimed  at  discrediting  /he  loyal  and 
devoted  group  of  fellow  government  em¬ 
ployees  in  the  FBI  &nd  all  other  departments 
and  agencies  who  s^rve  ua  and  the  Nation. 


“resident,  will  my 
very  happy  to 


.  seeking  individuals  and  groups  to  tarnish  it 

fine  tribute  to  the  Federal  Bureau  of  In-  through  the  use  of  falsehoods,  half-truths 
vestigation  and  its  Director  was\,paid..  and  innuendo. 

The  salute  came  from  AFGE’s  national  The  FBI  has  always  been  in  the  forefront 
president,  James  Campbell,  who  based  of  the  fight  against  communism  and  has 
his  statement  on  a  tour  of  the  FBI  arid  fought  steadfastly  to  prevent  the  infiltration 
his  organization’s  long  years  of  expert--  and  destruction  of  the  merit  system, 
ence  in  dealing  with  J.  Edgar  Hoover  and 
other  personnel  of  this  fine  agency. 

At  a  time  when  some  people  are  taking 
potsnots  at  the  FBI  and  seeking  to  dis¬ 
credit  the  essential  and  important  work 
it  is  carrying  out  in  such  admirable  fash¬ 
ion,  and  particularly  because  Mr.  Hoover 
recently  celebrated  his  anniversary  as 
Director,  Mr.  Campbell’s  words  deserve 
close  study  and  a  wide  readership.  I 
therefore  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
this  article  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

[From  the  Government  Standard,  Apr.  17, 

1959] 

Modern  FBI  Methods  Observed  by  Campbell 

Take  it  from  AFGE  national  president, 

James  Campbell,  any  lawbreaker  who  tangles 
with  the  FBI  is  due  to  come  off  second  best. 

On  a  recent  visit  to  the  Federal  Bureau  of 
Investigation,  Campbell  had  an  opportunity 
to  get  a  firsthand  look  at  some  of  the  crime 
detection  techniques  that  have  made  the  FBI 
such  an  efficient  law  enforcement  agency. 

Special  Agent  George  Medler,  president  of 
FBI  Lodge  334,  and  Cartha  De  Loach,  of  the 
Crime  Records  Division,  coordinated  Camp¬ 
bell’s  visit.  Special  Agent  Edward  L. 

Campbell,  Jr.; — no  relation  to  President 
Campbell — led  the  way  on  a  tour  of  some  of 
the  FBI’s  activities. 

One  of  the  FBI’s  best  known  functions  is 
the  maintenance  of  a  huge  fingerprint  file. 

The  file  contains  some  151  million  prints  and 
is  added  to  at ,  the  rate  of  approximately 
20,000  a  day.  ‘  / 

Fingerprints  are  useful  for  identification 
purposes  in  many  circumstances  not  involv¬ 
ing  crime.  Sometimes  the  FBI  fingerprint 
file  is  the  only  means  of  identification  fol¬ 
lowing  an  accident  or  disaster. 

The  AFGE  president  was  sjaown  a  rack  of 
panels  painted  with  the  identical  paint  used 
by  auto  manufacturers.  If  a  car  is  scratched 
with  an  ordinary  pin  the  FBI  can  examine 
the  paint  left  on  the  pinpoint  and  identify 
the  car  it  came  from. 

Police  from  all  over  the  country  send 
things  to  the  FBI  for  analysis  and  identifica¬ 
tion.  Mr.  Campbell  was  shown  a  blood¬ 
stained  automobile  cushion  that  was  sent  in 
to  find  out  whether  the  stain  was  made  by 
human  or  anuhal  blood. 

After  returning  from  his  tour  of  the  FBI, 

Campbell  issued  the  following  statement 
about  the  'Bureau  and  its  Director,  J.  Edgar 
Hoover: 


Mr.  JAVITS. 
colleague  yield? 

Mr.  KEATING,  A 
yield  to  my  colleague. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  /I  wish  to'associate  my¬ 
self  with  the /fine  comments  my  col¬ 
leagues  has  njade  with  respect\o  J.  Edgar 
Hoover;  especially,  as  we  are  both  law¬ 
yers,  for  his  lawyerlike  approach  to  his 
work,  with  his  deep  understanding'of  the 
need  for  the  preservation  of  the 'con¬ 
stitutional  freedoms  which  are  invor 
in  hjs  work.  That  is  one  of  the  mol! 
gratifying  aspects  of  his  service  to  theN 
country. 

Mr.  KEATING.  I  appreciate  the  re¬ 
marks  of  my  distinguished  senior  col¬ 
league. 

PLANS  FOR  MEMORIAL  DAY 
WEEKEND 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  ask  the  acting  majority 
leader  whether  any  plans  have  been  con¬ 
summated  with  respect  to  the  weekend 
which  encompasses  Memorial  Day.  As 
I  understand,  Memorial  Day  falls  on  a 
Saturday  this  year,  and  I  would  assume 
that  normally,  since  Members  of  the 
Senate  like  to  make  arrangements  for 
speeches  back  home,  the  Senate  would 
adjourn  or  recess  from  Thursday  until 
Monday. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
cannot  speak  for  myself,  but  before 
leaving  the  city,  the  majority  leader  told 
me  that  it  was  his  intention,  if  at  all 
possible,  and  barring  anything  unusual 
or  unforeseen,  to  have  the  Senate  go 
over  from  the  preceding  Thursday  to 


RECOMMENDATIONS  FOR  PRO¬ 
POSED  LEGISLATION  BEFORE 

CONGRESS— MESSAGE  FROM  THE 

PRESIDENT 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Proxmire  in  the  chair)  laid  before  the 
Senate  the  following  message  from  the 
President  of  the  United  States,  which 
was  read  as  follows : 

To  the  Congress  of  the  United  States: 

In  making  my  legislative  recommenda¬ 
tions  in  January  of  this  year  I  called  to 
the  particular  attention  of  the  Congress 
three  matters  requiring  urgent  consider¬ 
ation  and  action.  It  is  now  some  4 
months  since  I  made  these  recommenda¬ 
tions  and  to  date  the  Congress  has  dealt 
finally  with  none  of  them.  On  one,  it 
has  taken  no  action  at  all. 

These  recommendations  were  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

1.  To  avert  a  serious  disruption  of  the 
interstate  highway  program  due  to  an 
impending  deficit  in  the  highway  trust 
fund,  I  recommended  a  temporary  in¬ 
crease  in  the  Federal  tax  on  motor  fuels; 

2.  To  avoid  the  possibility  of  a  serious 
interruption  in  homebuilding,  I  recom¬ 
mended  an  increased  authorization  for 
the  insuring  of  home  mortgages  by  the 
Federal  Housing  Administration; 

3.  To  halt  the  accelerated  build-up  of 
surplus  agricultural  commodities  and  to 
reduce  those  stocks  and  their  ever  mount¬ 
ing  cost  to  the  taxpayer,  I  recommended 
corrective  legislation. 

Since  these  recommendations  were 
made,  time  has  grown  steadily  shorter 
and  the  problems  occasioned  by  the  lack 
of  action  in  the  Congress  increasingly 
critical. 

HIGHWAY  TRUST  FUND 

In  setting  up  the  interstate  highway 
program  in  1956,  the  Congress  provided 
that  it  be  conducted  on  a  pay-as-you-go 
basis  and,  to  accomplish  this  purpose, 
established  the  highway  trust  fund. 
Motor  fuels  and  other  highway  user 
taxes  are  paid  into  this  fund,  and  Fed¬ 
eral  grants,  amounting  to  90  percent  of 
the  cost  of  building  the  Interstate  High¬ 
way  System,  are  paid  to  the  States  out  of 
the  fund. 

Legislation  enacted  last  year,  however, 
has  increased  the  rate  at  which  money  is 
being-  spent  from  the  fund  and  nothing 
has  been  done  to  put  more  money  into 
the  fund.  Because  the  law  wisely  re¬ 
quires  that  the  fund’s  expenditures  not 
exceed  its  receipts,  it  will  be  impossible 
this  year,  without  congressional  action,' 
to  apportion  funds  so  that  the  States 
may  make  commitments  for  future  high¬ 
way  construction.  Apportionments  in 
the  following  year  would  also  be  far  be¬ 
low  those  needed  to  carry  forward  the 
road-building  schedule  now  contem¬ 
plated  by  law. 
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To  keep  the  highway  trust  fund  on  a 
pay-as-you-go  basis  and  to  maintain  the 
planned  construction  schedule,  I  recom¬ 
mended  a  temporary  increase  of  1  M> 
cents  a  gallon  in  the  Federal  tax  on 
motor  fuels,  effective  July  1  of  this  year. 

The  recent  suggestion  that  receipts 
from  the  manufacturers’  excise  tax  on 
automobiles  be  earmarked  for  the  trust 
fund  is  an  unsatisfactory  alternative. 
The  transfer  of  those  receipts,  running 
about  a  billion  dollars  a  year,  from  the 
general  fund  to  the  highway  trust  fund 
would  mean  only  that  the  problem  would 
then  be  to  raise  new  taxes  to  replenish 
the  loss  to  the  general  fund. 

An  even  more  unsatisfactory  alterna¬ 
tive,  proposed  by  some,  would  be  legisla¬ 
tion  to  waive  the  pay-as-you-go  require¬ 
ment.  This  would  only  be  a  refusal  to 
face  reality — one  that  the  Congress 
would  be  hard  put  to  explain.  Less  than 
3  years  ago,  as  a  matter  of  legislative 
policy,  the  Congress  declared  in  the 
Highway  Revenue  Act  of  1956  that  if  it 
ever  appears  that  the  trust  fund’s  total 
receipts  will  be  less  than  its  total  ex¬ 
penditures  “the  Congress  shall  enact 
legislation  in  order  to  bring  about  a 
balance  of  total  receipts  and  total  ex¬ 
penditures.” 

Less  than  2  months  remain  for  timely, 
responsible  action  by  the  Congress  on 
my  recommendation. 

HOUSING 

In  January  I  urged  the  enactment  of 
emergency  legislation  to  increase  by  $6 
billion  the  Federal  Housing  Administra¬ 
tion’s  authority  to  insure  privately  ex¬ 
tended  home  mortgages. 

This  recommendation  has  not  been 
enacted.  The  height  of  the  home- 
building  season  is  upon  us,  builders  must 
plan  ahead  and  the  agency’s  insurance 
authority  is  in  danger  of  being  ex¬ 
hausted. 

The  $6  billion  increase  in  authority 
involves  no  Federal  spending  and  FHA’s 
operations  are  self-supporting. 

Because  it  could  see  that  its  authority 
was  running  out,  the  agency  late  last 
year,  where  it  could,  began  issuing  agree¬ 
ments  to  insure  in  the  future  provided 
it  then  actually  had  authority  remain¬ 
ing.  By  thus  substituting  provisional 
agreements  for  actual  commitments,  the 
agency  has  been  able  to  avoid  an  abrupt 
halt  in  its  operations  due  to  a  lack  of 
insurance  authority. 

Although  the  agency  may  be  able  to 
continue  on  this  temporary  basis  until 
June  30,  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year,  the 
situation  grows  more  precarious  every 
day.  The  agency’s  outstanding  agree¬ 
ments  to  insure  in  the  future  now  exceed 
$3  billion,  more  than  twice  the  amount 
of  the  agency’s  remaining  authority  to 
make  actual  insurance  commitments. 

To  avoid  the  possibility  of  a  serious 
interruption  in  homebuilding  all  across 
America,  sound  congressional  action  in 
this  area  is  urgently  needed. 

WHEAT 

I  have  frequently  requested  legislation 
to  deliver  our  farmers  and  taxpayers 
everywhere  from  the  mounting  failures 
and  staggering  excesses  of  the  mandatory 
farm  price  support  and  production  con¬ 
trol  program.  Unless  this  pressing  is¬ 


sue  is  squarely  met  and  resolutely  dealt 
with,  the  next  few  years  will  see  the 
surplus  problem,  because  of  its  stagger¬ 
ing  cost  to  increasingly  frustrated  and 
impatient  taxpayers,  crash  of  its  own 
weight,  carrying  with  it  all  that  is  sound 
and  good  in  the  support  of  agriculture 
by  the  Federal  Government. 

The  most  dramatic  failure  of  all — and 
the  problem  requiring  the  most  urgent 
attention — is  the  wheat  program.  Sur¬ 
plus  wheat  stocks  are  already  two  and 
one-half  times  our  annual  domestic  con¬ 
sumption  for  food.  By  July  1  of  next 
year  these  stocks  are  expected  to  reach 
1.5  billion  bushels  and  to  involve  an 
investment  of  $3.5  billion  by  the  Federal 
Government.  Wheat  storage,  handling 
and  interest  charges  alone  will  cost  the 
American  taxpayer  close  to  half  a  bil¬ 
lion  dollars  in  the  next  fiscal  year.  Final 
proof  of  the  present  program’s  utter 
failure  to  control  production  lies  in  the 
fact  that  the  last  wheat  crop  was  the 
largest  in  history. 

*  Because  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is 
required  by  law  to  announce  a  continua¬ 
tion  of  this  thoroughly  discredited  pro¬ 
gram  by  the  15th  of  May,  in  January  I 
urgently  recommended  corrective  legis¬ 
lation.  The  deadline  set  by  law  is  now 
only  two  days  away.  No  such  legislation 
has  been  passed. 

I  understand  that  at  this  late  hour 

,the  Congress  has  elected  further  to  post¬ 
pone  its  decision  by  briefly  extending  the 
deadline  for  announcing  next  year’s 
wheat  program.  Having  chosen  this 
course,  the  Congress  should ,use  this  add¬ 
ed  time  to  enact  realistic  and  construc¬ 
tive  legislation  that  will  effectively  avert 
the  impending  disaster  in  wheat. 

I  am  compelled  once  again  to  call  these 
particular  matters  to  the  special  atten¬ 
tion  of  the  Congress  because  the  orderly 
and  efficient  conduct  of  the  people’s  busi¬ 
ness  so  requires.  I  urge  the  Congress  to 
act  expeditiously  in  these  critical  areas. 

Dwight  D.  Eisenhower. 

The  White  House,  May  13,  1959. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  recommen¬ 
dation  No.  1,  relative  to  the  highway 
trust  fund,  be  referred  to  the  Committee 
on  Finance;  that  recommendation  No.  2, 
relative  to  the  insuring  of  FHA  mort¬ 
gages,  be  referred  to  the  Committee  on 
Banking  and  Currency;  and  that  recom¬ 
mendation  No.  3,  relative  to  surplus  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities,  be  referred  to  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  make  a  rather  succinct  comment  on 
the  President’s  message.  For  a  good 
many  weeks,  now,  after  the  usual  leader¬ 
ship  conferences  at  the  White  House,  I 
have  spoken  to  our  own  policy  commit¬ 
tee,  to  other  Senators,  and  to  the  press 
about  the  deep  concern  of  the  President 
over  these  three  emergent  programs — 
and  I  emphasize  that  all  of  them  are 
emergent.  When  they  were  submitted 
in  the  first  instance,  they  carried  emer¬ 
gency  tags:  Namely,  the  shortage  in  the 
housing  mortgage  funds;  the  highway 
program,  with  an  admitted  $240  million 
deficit  on  the  1st  of  July,  1959;  and  the 
wheat  program,  as  to  which  we  have 
undertaken  to  place  on  the  calendar  a 


bill  which  proposes  simply  to  defer  the 
matter  for  a  few  weeks,  but  does  not  face 
up  to  reality. 

These,  then,  are  emergency  programs, 
and  there  should  have  been  action  on 
them  before  now.  The  housing  pro¬ 
gram,  as  I  understand,  is  still  held  in  the 
Committee  on  Rules  of  another  body. 

The  highway  program,  so  far  as  I 
know,  has  had  no  consideration  and  no 
action.  I  point  out  that  highway  con¬ 
struction  costs,  since  the  passage  of  the 
1957  act,  have  mounted  by  almost  $11 
billion.  The  so-called  Byrd  amendment, 
which  requires  that  there  be  no  deficit 
status  in  the  fund,  will  make  it  impos¬ 
sible  on  the  1st  of  July  to  allocate  any 
funds  under  that  program,  because  of 
the  $240  million  deficit.  Of  course.  Con¬ 
gress  can  waive  that  requirement,  as  it 
has  done  before,  but  that  still  does  not 
face  up  to  the  fact. 

The  same  problem  confronts  us  so  far 
as  wheat  is  concerned.  As  the  President 
has  pointed  out,  there  is  a  surplus  of 
1,500  million  bushels  of  wheat,  which  is 
equal  to  our  requirements  for  a  period  of 
2VZ  years.  Once  upon  a  time  I  was  a 
baker,  so  I  express  the  meaning  of  the 
surplus  of  wheat  in  terms  of  bread,  be¬ 
cause  I  understand  it  better  that  way. 
If  1,500  million  bushels  of  wheat  were 
apportioned  on  a  per  capita  basis 
throughout  the  country,  the  amount 
would  be  approximately  9  bushels.  I 
learned  long  ago  in  the  baking  business 
that  5  bushels  of  wheat  are  needed  to 
produce  a  barrel  of  flour.  Three  hun¬ 
dred  1-pound  loaves  of  bread  can  be 
made  from  a  barrel  of  flour.  So  the 
present  surplus  of  wheat  is  the  equiva¬ 
lent  of  550  1-pound  loaves  of  tasty  bread 
for  every  man,  woman,  and  child  in  the 
United  States  of  America,  if  this  whole 
hoard  of  wheat  could  be  devoted  to  that 
purpose. 

Mr.  President,  this  situation  offers  a 
great  challenge  to  Congress.  Because  of 
the  mandatory  characteristics  of  exist¬ 
ing  law,  this  matter  must  have  the  at¬ 
tention  of  Congress.  The  sooner  the 
better. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  from  Illinois  yield? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  I  have  been  im¬ 
pressed  by  the  remarks  of  the  distin¬ 
guished  minority  leader,  particularly  as 
they  concern  the  deficit  in  the  highway 
trust  fund.  I  call  his  attention  to  the 
fact  that  a  little  more  than  2  months 
ago  I  introduced  a  bill  designed  to  carry 
out  the  President’s  recommendation  to 
increase  the  Federal  motor  fuel  tax  from 
3  cents  to  4^  cents  a  gallon. 

As  a  member  of  the  Subcommittee  on 
Roads  and  Highways  of  the  Committee 
on  Public  Works,  I  further  call  the  at¬ 
tention  of  the  minority  leader  to  one  of 
the  problems  which  confront  us.  Some 
34  Governors  of  States,  both  of  the 
Democratic  Party  and  the  Republican 
Party,  have  exerted  strong  pressure  on 
the  subcommittee  not  to  authorize  the 
increase  in  the  motor  fuels  tax  which 
the  President  has  recommended.  One 
Governor  who  has  taken  this  position  is 
the  Republican  Governor  of  my  own 
State.  Yet  Oregon  desperately  needs  the 
improvements  which  the  highway  trust 
fund  will  finance  on  U.S.  Highways  30 
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and  99,  both  along  the  Interstate  Net¬ 
work. 

I  agree  with  the  minority  leader  and 
with  the  President  that  if  the  Federal 
Government  is  to  provide  90  percent  of 
the  cost  of  the  interstate  roads,  then  the 
Federal  Government  has  the  right  to 
increase  the  Federal  share  of  the  motor 
fuel  tax.  I  think  the  34  Governors  who 
are  opposing  the  increase  recommended 
by  the  President  are  in  the  wrong  and 
have  taken  an  unsound  position.  They 
claim  the  motor  fuels  tax  should  be  left 
to  the  States.  I  do  not  see  how  that 
position  can  be  taken  consistently  when 
the  States  are  perfectly  willing  to  ac¬ 
cept  from  the  Federal  Government  90 
percent  of  the  payment  of  the  costs  of 
the  most  expensive  roads  ever  built  any¬ 
where  in  the  United  States. 

So  I  wish  to  say  that  I  concur  with 
the  minority  leader  and  with  the  Presi¬ 
dent  of  the  United  States  that  the  Fed¬ 
eral  motor  fuels  tax  should  be  increased 
from  3  cents  a  gallon  to  4  y2  cents  a  gal¬ 
lon.  It  is  my  intention,  if  opportunity 
develops,  to  submit  my  tax  bill  as  an 
amendment  in  the  highway  subcommit¬ 
tee,  if  there  is  available  a  suitable  pro¬ 
posed  legislative  vehicle  for  doing-  so. 
Of  course  I  understand  that  such  a  bill 
must  originate  in  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives. 

I  am  firmly  of  the  opinion  that  the 
Federal  motor  fuels  tax  should  be  in¬ 
creased  from  3  cents  a  gallon  to  4  V2  cents 
a  gallon. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
delighted  to  hear  the  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Oregon  make  that  statement. 

As  he  has  so  well  pointed  out,  the 
States  are  the  recipients  of  90  percent  of 
the  cost  of  this  highway  program.  If, 
however,  they  compel  it,  and  if  there  were 
no  waiver  of  the  so-called  Byrd  amend¬ 
ment,  we  have  this  choice,  in  the  absence 
of  further  revenue:  either  to  cut  back 
the  program  in  its  entirety  or  to  charge 
a  larger  share  of  the  cost  of  the  pro¬ 
gram  to  the  States.  I  am  sure  the 
Governors  would  not  like  that  at  all. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  It  seems  to  me 
that  certain  of  the  Governors  have  taken 
a  completely  inconsistent  position,  be¬ 
cause,  on  the  one  hand,  they  ask  us  to 
maintain  the  program ;  but,  on  the  other 
hand,  they  oppose  any  increase  in  the 
tax  to  finance  it. 

So  I  agree  with  the  President’s  recom¬ 
mendation  for  an  increase  in  the  motor 
fuels  tax. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  con¬ 
clude  my  comment  by  saying  that  these 
three  items  simply  cry  for  action;  and 
certainly  the  President  has  not  been 
amiss  in  alerting  the  Congress  to  the 
need  for  action.  Consequently,  the  re¬ 
sponsibility  rests  upon  us. 


THE  INTERNATIONAL'  HEALTH 
YEAR— HOPE  FOR  ^EW  HEALTH 
GAINS 

Mr.  NEUBERGER/  Mr.  President,  the 
desire  of  plain  people  the  world  over  for 
permanent  peace  /and  the  devotion  of 
public  expenditures  to  projects  which 
are  aimed  at  th4  betterment  of  man,  in¬ 
stead  of  his  destruction,  seem  frequently 
to  fail  to  reach  fulfillment  in  realistic 


projects  which  can  provide  graphic  dem¬ 
onstration  of  the  possibilities  of  inter¬ 
national  cooperation. 

But  today  there  is  encouraging  evi¬ 
dence  that  at  least  once  such  program 
will  be  achieved,  to  the  benefit  of  all 
mankind.  I  refer  to  the  International 
Health  Year. 

This  proposal  for  an  all-out  worldwide 
attack  on  disease,  through  medical  re¬ 
search  and  expansion  of  public-health 
practices,  has  gained  support  in  coun¬ 
tries  on  both  sides  of  the  Iron  Curtain. 
It  has  received  the  backing  of  medical 
men  and  laymen  alike,  in  all  areas  of  the 
globe.  The  World  Health  Organization 
will  take  up  the  proposal  this  month. 

As  an  enthusiastic  supporter  of  the 
jea  of  an  International  Health  Year,  I 
avq-  been  pleased  and  encouraged  by 
this  response  to  this  proposal,  which  was 
advanced  originally  by  Adlai  E.  Steven¬ 
son  in  June  of  last  year. 

Mr. '  President,  one  of  the  principal 
leaders  in  promoting  the  concept  of  an 
International  Health  Year  has  been  the 
able  senior  Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
Humphrey]/  Under  his  direction,  the 
International  Organizations  Subcommit¬ 
tee  of  the  Senate  Committee  on  Govern¬ 
ment  Operations  has  prepared  a  series 
of  background  studies  which  have  aider 
significantly  in  enabling  the  Congre; 
and  the  American  public  in  their  stuny 
of  this  program.  Iri  his  public  appear¬ 
ances  and  Senate  speeches,  he  has/ffec- 
tively  outlined  the  numerous  benefits 
which  can  be  derived  from  initiation  of 
such  a  project.  \ 

Now,  in  the  May  10,  1959,4/sue  of  This 
Week  magazine,  one  of  our  most  widely 
circulated  periodicals,  /senator  Hum¬ 
phrey  describes  in  clear  and  cogent  terms 
the  need  for  international  cooperation  in 
seeking  the  cause  aria  cure  of  diseases 
which  presently  canse  untold  pain-, and 
economic  loss.  H /points  out  the  massive 
savings  in  lives  /nd  productivity  which 
could  result  frc/m  a  united  effort  to  ex\ 
tend  to  underdeveloped  areas  modern 
techniques  .And  knowledge  which  are 
available  in  this  country  and  other  na¬ 
tions  with  more  developed  economies. 
He  notes  that  the  IHY  would  serve  as  a 
springboard  for  new  international  joint 
efforts  in  medicine,  permitting  exchange 
of  information  and  elimination  of  dupli¬ 
cation. 

Because  Senator  Humphrey’s  com- 
ments  so  vividly  and  succinctly  sum  up 
the  numerous  and  needed  gains  which 
might  be  realized  through  an  IHY,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  text  of  his 
article  in  This  Week  magazine  of  May 
10  be  printed  at  this  point  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
-as  follows: 

IHY :  Our  Best  Hope  To  Stop  Atomic  Fallout 
(By  Hon.  Hubert  H.  Humphrey,  of 
Minnesota) 

Washington. — This  week,  while  the  world’s 
eyes  are  on  the  deliberations  of  the  foreign 
ministers  at  Geneva,  a  meeting  that  may  be 
even  more  important  to  your  future  is  taking 
place  in  the  same  city.  The  88  member 
nations  of  the  World  Health  Organization  are 
considering  plans  for  an  International  Health 
and  Medical  Research  Year.  It  could  prove 
to  be  the  most  important  year  of  your  life. 


The  reason?  IHY,  as  It  is  already  nick> 
named,  is  designed  to  attack  problems  s5 
urgent  and  so  universal  that  nothing  shorty 
of  a  multination  effort  offers  hope  of  success/ 

In  this  category  of  problems,  none  is  more 
immediate  or  more  ominous  than  how/ to 
cope  with  nuclear  radiation,  the  rays  / iven 
off  by  the  nucleus  of  a  radioactive  a/ 

Atomic  energy  is  both  a  miraclem</er  and 
a  monstermaker. 

It  is  one  of  the  biggest  hopes  an/one  of  the 
biggest  headaches  for  the  world4  scientists 
today.  It  can  help  diagnose  ill6  (by  the  ap¬ 
plication  of  radioactive  isoto/es  as  tracers). 
It  can  cure  (through  cance/-destroying  co¬ 
balt  bombs).  It  can  kil I  (as  in  dreaded 
leukemia,  caused  by  strontium  90  absorbed 
into  the  bones) .  It  can  deform  (as  is  possible 
in  generations  unborn/ whose  grandparents’ 
reproductive  cells  ma/ have  been  accidentally 
struck  by  rays,  cau/ng  terrible  mutations  of 
genes) . 

The  atom  hang/  over  mankind  like  the  very 
cloud  it  precipitates.  Past  and  present 
United  State/' British,  and  Soviet  testing  of 
atomic  and  /hydrogen  weapons  has  resulted 
in  drenching  the  atmosphere  with  trillions  of 
radioactive  nuclear  fragments.  We  have  re¬ 
cently  l/arned  the  alarming  fact  that  this 
deadlv/uebris  is  falling  out  of  the  atmosphere 
mucl /  faster  than  the  public  had  been  in¬ 
formed,  and  is  most  concentrated  in  the 
nqrthern  United  States. 

A  WAR  OVER  FALLOUT 

How  significant  is  this  fallout  to  human 
health?  This  is  the  topic  of  bitter  contro¬ 
versy  throughout  the  scientific  world. 
Charge  and  countercharge  fill  the  air.  The 
squabble  adds  up  to  one  fact:  No  one  is 
really  sure  about  the  effects  of  fallout. 

IHY  can  strengthen  the  efforts  of  all  the 
scientific  agencies  studying  the  problem  by 
pooling  their  findings,  so  that  needless  fear 
or  groundless  complacency  can  be  avoided 
and  sensible  counteraction  taken. 

And  let  me  emphasize  once  again,  we  must 
get  the  answers  soon.  Radiation  in  the  hu¬ 
man  body  is  cumulative.  The  amount  of 
roentgens  you  may  absorb  this  year  is  added 
to  the  total  of  previous  years — until  who  is 
to  say  what  will  result? 

But,  vital  though  this  study  of  radiation 
is,  IHY  would  accomplish  even  more.  As 
its  predecessor,  the  International  Geophysical 
Year,  probed  the  secrets  of  our  physical 
world,  IHY  would  focus  scientific  investiga- 
,  tion  on  some  of  the  basic  riddles  in  biology. 
'Here  are  five  essential  problems  of  20th  cen¬ 
tury  medicine  that  the  IHY  can  attack : 

L  Why  does  an  apparently  normal  body 
cell  suddenly  begin  to  divide  wildly,  multiply¬ 
ing  beyond  control?  That’s  the  big  ques¬ 
tion  iff  cancer. 

2.  What  is  the  relationship  of  diet,  stress, 
heredity  \o  heart  disease? 

3.  What\happens  inside  our  cells  to  make 
us  grow  old'er?  Fourteen  million  Americans 
over  65  would  like  to  know  the  answer  to 
that  one. 

4.  What  goes  /rong  in  a  pregnant  mother’s 
womb  to  cause  brain  damage  or  premature 
or  deformed  babies 

5.  What  special  /characteristics  can  be 
found  in  the  b!oo(\  of  schizophrenics  or 
arthritics  or  patients/ afflicted  with  many 
other  kinds  of  disease?' 

None  of  these  vital  questions  is  new.  All 
of  them  are  being  studied  at  hundreds  of 
research  centers  in  the  United  States  and 
throughout  the  world.  But/ IHY  can  add 
new  dimensions  to  research — make  it 
stronger,  better  manned,  better/ oordinated, 
better  supported,  more  highly  regarded  than 
ever  before  in  human  history. 

When  I  visited  Premier  Nikita  KhHishchev 
in  Moscow  last  December,  I  discussbd  IHY 
with  him  as  part  of  an  overall  program  of 
expanding  health  cooperation.  During,  my 
8-hour  conference,  I  heard  a  lot  of  "nytets” 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Both  Houses  agreed  to  conference  i?^port  on  second  supplemental  appro¬ 

priation  bill.  House  committee  reported  area  reoeveiopment  bill.  House  committees 
granted  permission  until  Fri.,  iiav>'15,  to  file  reports  on  wheat  bill  and  USDA  ap¬ 
propriation  bill.  House  receive/a  President 1  s  message  on  wheat,  housing,  and  high¬ 
ways.  House  Rules  Committee  c/eared  housing  oil...  R%p.  Moore  inserted  Secretary’s 
i'J.  Va.  speech. 


SENATE 

SECOND  SUPPLEMENTAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL.  Both  Houses  agreed  t\the  conference 
report  on  this  bill,  H.  R.  5916,  and  acted  on  amendments  in  disagreement. 

(pp.  7277-88,  ^307-A,  7330-37,  7338-9)  This  bill  had  been  reported  by  the 
conference  committee  cn  May  13  pursuant  to  a  House  order  granted\^ay  12 
(H.  Rept.  3^5).  (p.  7378)  This  bill  will  no$  be  sent  to  the  President. 

See  table  at  the  end  of  this  Digest  for  a  summary  of  items  relatiXs  to  this 
Department  which  were  agreed  to  by  the  House  and  the  Senate, 

Regarding  the  $37,500  for  humane  slaughter  provided  for  by  the  SenatVbut 
eliminated  by  the  House,  Sen.  Humphrey  asked  if  the  USDA  had  " administratt^e 
flexibility  to  such  a  point  that  it  could  divert  some  funds  for  at  least  a\be- 
gi/ining  on  the  research  activities  of  the  Commission  established  under  the 
Iumane  Slaughter  Act?”  Sen.  Hayden  stated,  "I  have  no  doubt  it  has  some  funds 
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which  it  could  use,”  and  Sen.  Humphrey  urged  inclusion  of  such  funds  in  the 
regular  USDA  appropriation  bill.  p.  7286-7 

2.  WATER;  RECLAiATION.  Sen.  Bennett  announced  the  holding  of  a  ceremony  "to 

the  beginning  of  one  the  West's  important  reclamation  developments,  the 
unit  of  the  central  Utah  project  ...  which  will  provide  irrigation  wat 
nearly  15,000  acres."  p.  7258 

Sen.  Neuberger  inserted  an  editorial  viewing  the  different  viewpoints  of 
Sen.  Morse  and  himself  on  provisional  authorization  of  Nez  Perce/Dam.  pp 
7264-5 

\ 

3.  DAIRY  INDUSTRY;  TRANSPORTATION.  Sen.  Humphrey  announced  th^' inclusion  of  Sen. 

Young,  Ohio,  as  a  cosponsor  of  S.  1821,  the  Dairy  Marketing  bill,  p,  7257 
Sen.  Javits  inserted  a  resolution  of  the  N.  Y.  State-'  Association  of  Re¬ 
frigerated  Warehouses,  Inc. ,  opposing  USDA  policy  "of 'allowing  807.  of  the 
lowest  published  freight  rate"  be  the  determinant  pf  the  "f.o.b.  price  the 
Government  will  pay  the  creamery  or  handler  (not /the  producer)  for  his  butter." 
p.  7249 

4.  TRADEMARKS.  Both  Houses  received  from  Commence  Dept,  a  proposed  bill  "providing 

for  the  registration  and  protection  of  tphdemarks  used  in  commerce,  to  carry 
out  the  provisions  of  certain  \nternati<wial  conventions";  to  the  Judiciary 
Committees,  pp.  7248,  7378 


5.  POSTAL  RATES.  Sen.  Neuberger  explained  his  bill,  S.  1295  which  "would  give  the 
Post  Office  Department  the  righjf  toNset  its  own  rates  --  subject  to  con¬ 
gressional  veto"  and  stated  that  "eve^y  class  of  mail  would  bear  its  fair 
proportion"  under  his  bill./  p.  7265 

6.  FOREIGN  AID.  Sen.  Long  criticized  Under  Secretary  of  State  Dillon  for  applying 
the  "$100  million  counterpart  money,  which\was  available  because  of  U.  S. 
foreign  aid  to  . . .  Greece,  against  the  debtNof  that  country"  in  the  light  of 
"chronic  unemployment"  there,  and  Sen.  O'Mahoney  stated  that  Mr.  Dillon's 
foreign  program /foes  more  "to  unbalance  the  budget  than  anything  that  is  being 
done  by  either/the  Congress  or  any  of  the  governmental  departments." 
pp.  7270-2,^7273-5 

Sen.  Huu^phrey  inserted  a  statement,  "Christian  Position  on  U.  S.  Foreign 
Aid,"  supporting  ecnomic  assistance  to  underdeveloped  countries,  pp.  7319-21 

HOUSE 


7.  APPROPRIATIONS.  The  Appropriations  Committee  was  granted 'permission  until 
midnight  Fri. ,  May  15,  to  file  a  report  on  the  agricultural^  appropriation 
bill  for  1960  and  the  general  Government  matters  appropriation  bill  for  1960. 
(p.  7328)  Rep.  McCormack  announced  that  the  agricultural  appropriation  bill 
will  be  considered  on  Mon.,  May  18.  (p.  7338) 


8.  WHEAT.  The  Agriculture  Committee  was  granted  permission  until  midnight,  Fri., 
May  15,  to  file  a  report  on  the  new  wheat  bill,  H.  R.  7118.  p.  7337 

The  House  Agriculture  Committee  has  issued  a  press  release  which  summarizes 
the  ccmmittee' s  w:eat  bill  (which  has  not  yet  been  formally  reported)  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

"1.  Support  prices  at  90  percent  of  parity  in  1960  and  1961. 

^  "2.  A  30  percent  reduction  in  each  farm  acreage  allotment,  during  each 

of  the  two  years,  with  a  provision  that  the  land  in  the  30  acre  reduction 
cannot  be  planted  to  any  other  price-supported  crop,  although  it  will  be 

eligible  for  soil  bank  participation  or  for  use  in  the  production  of  any 
crop  not  receiving  price  supports. 
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"3.  The  bill  reduces  the  present:  15-acre  wheat  exemption  to  the  lesser 
of  12  acres  or  the  highest  planted  acreage  in  195/,  1958  or  1959. 

"4.  Removes  the  present  ceiling  of  30  acres  on  the  wheat-for-feed  ex¬ 
emption,  and  permits  unlimited  production  for  on-the-farm  use. 

"5.  Leaves  the  national  minimum  allotment  at  55,000,000  acres. 

"6.  For  the  two  years  the  program  is  in  effect,  there  would  be  an  in¬ 
crease  in  the  penalty  for  overplanting  from  the  present  45  percent  of  parity 
to  65  percent  of  parity,  based  on  double  the  normal  yield  or  the  actual 
yield,  whichever  is  lower. 

"7.  Provides  for  automatic  preservation  of  acreage  histories  for  the 
two-year  life  of  the  program,, 

”8.  Stipulates  that  non-cooperators  will  be  ineligible  for  any  price 
support. 

Permanently  repeals  the  200-bushel  exemption. 

M10o  Bases  voting  eligibility  for  marketing  quota  referenda  on  the  pre¬ 
vious  year.'  e  planting  record  rather_than  ofci.tfoe  announced  intention  of  plant 
ing  for  the  current  year." 
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AREA  REDEVELOPMENT.  The  BaMcing  and  Currency  Committee  reported  with  amendment 
S.  722,  to  establish  an  effective  program  to  alleviate  conditions  of  substantia 
and  persistent  unemployment  and  underemployment  An  certain  economically  de¬ 
pressed  areas  (H.  Rept.  360)  .  \n.  7378  / 

Rep.  Flood  inserted  a  list  o ft.  amendment s  made  by  the  Banking  and  Currency 
Committee  to  the  area  redevelopment  bill,  and  a  list  "of  the  Congressional 
Districts  with  labor  markets  suffering  fro/  substantial  labor  surplus,  as  well 
as  rural  redevelopment  areas,  such  Mst  indicates  current  and  prospective  date 
of  eligibility  for  benefits  under  the\aj4a  redevelopment  bill."  pp.  7366^71 


L0. 

LI. 

> 

L2. 


PRESIDENT" S  MESSAGE.  Received  from  the  President  a  message  urging  Congress  to 
take  prompt  action  to  enact  legislation  dealing  with  the  wheat,  housing,  and 
highway  situations  (S.  Doc.  27).  pp.  7340-1 

HOUSING.  The  Rules  Committee  granted  a  rule  for  consideration  of  S.  57,  the 
housing  bill  for  1959.  The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  "The  rule  will  make  in 
order  as  a  substitute  H.  R.  7117  (introduced  by  ^Representative  Herlong) .  Both 
S.  57,  as  amended  by  the  Banking  and  Currency  Comriitittee,  and  H.  R.  7117,  will 
be  considered  as  original/^ills  and  subject  to  amendments."  pp.  D357,  7378 

EAIR  TRADE;  MARKETI1  fhe  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce  Committee  ordered 
reported  with  amem  H.  R.  1253,  to  amend  the  Federa\  Trade  Commission  Act 

so  as  to  equalize  :  s  in  the  distribution  of  merchandise  identified  by  a 

trademark,  brand,  i  ade  name.  p.  D356 


L4. 


L3.  CONTRACT  RENEGOT 
H.  R.  7086,  to 


TI0N.  The  Ways  and  Means  Committee  report e ^without  amendment 
the  Renegotiation  Act  of  1951  (H.  Rept.  3,64).  p.  7378 


PERSONNEL.  The  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee  reported  \&Lth  amendment 
H.  R.  5752/  to  provide  for  the  absence  from  duty  by  civilian  officers  and  em¬ 
ployees  of  the  Government  on  Fri.  when  a  holiday  falls  on  Sat.;  the\hill  would 
become  infective  July  1,  1959  (H.  Rept.  362).  p.  7378 


L5.  FORESTRY.  Rep.  Ostertag  commended  the  Secretary's  report,  "Program  for  Ctae 
Nat/onal  Forests,"  and  expressed  hope  that  the  Agriculture  Committee  "wir5 
tfcrat  the  program  merits  our  support."  p.  7343 


fine 


tIGATION,  Rep,  McGovern  discussed  the  benefits  of  irrigation  in  S.  Dak.,  ar 
inserted  an  article,  ,:Farmers  in  Huron  Area  Show  More  Interest  in  Irrigatio™''" 
pp\  7344-5 


DAIRY  MARKETING.  Rep.  Johnson,  Wise. ,  discussed  and  summarized  the  provisions 
of  his 'bill,  H.  R.  6750,  to  provide  for  a  long-range  income  stabilization  and 
improvement  program  for  dairy  producers,  and  inserted  a  table  on  estimated 
Government,  costs,  market  prices,  market  supply  reductions,  and  returns  to 
farmers  whrch  would  result  from  the  program  during  a  typical  yearns  operation, 
pp.  7354-9 


INTEREST  RATES,  \Rep.  Rhodes  defended  the  administration's  interest  rate  policit 
stating  that  there  "is  a  very  definite  correlation  between  the  value  of  the 
dollar  and  the  interest  rate,  as  shown  very  graphically  by  6wx  experience  of 
the  last  few  years.\  p.  7371 


EDUCATION;  PROPERTY.  Received  from  HEW  a  proposed  bill Xto  amend  Public  Laws 
815  and  874,  81st  Congress,  relating  to  school  assistance  in  federally  affectei 
areas,  so  as  to  limit  payments  under  such  laws  to  situations  involving  tax-  £ 
exempt  Federal  property";  Education  and  Labor  Cgfrmittee.  p.  7378 


LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Rep.  McCormack  announced  tta£  following  legislative  pro¬ 
gram:  Mon.,  May  18:  agricultural  appropriation  bill  for  1960;  consent 
_calendar;  and  H.  R.  7007,  NatioivisM.  Aeronauticjsand  Space  Administration 
appropriation  authorization  bill  for  1960;  Toes ■»  >  May  19;  private  calendar; 
housing  bill;  and  general  Government  matters  appropriation  bill  (after  housing 
bill  disposed  of) .  p.  7338 


COMMITTEE  ASSIGNMENTS.  Rep.  Quie  resigned  from  the  Select  Committee  on  Small 
Business,  p.  7340  f  x 


ADJOURNED  until  Mon. ,  May  18.  *  p.  7377 


ITEMS  IN  APPEND IXs 


SURPLUS  COMMODITIES.  ExtensioZ  of  remarks  of  Sen.\symington  stating  that  his  ^ 
proposed  food- for- peace  billr  "is  a  positive,  dynamic  approach  to  this  grave 
question  and  problem,"  and/inserting  an  editorial,  "Wust  Our  Food  Surplus  Be 
Treated  As  An  Evil?"  p,>A4029 

Extension  of  remarkyof  Rep.  Dingell  criticizing  th^c  Department '  s  adminis¬ 
tration  of  the  surplus/ commodities  disposal  program,  andN^rging  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  a  food  stamp /plan,  pp.  A4036-7 


SOIL  CONSERVATION.  /Extension  of  remarks  of  Sen.  Yarborough  inserting  an  edi¬ 
torial,  "Soil  Conservation  Vital."  p.  A4030 


WHEAT.  Sen.  LaZger  inserted  a  GTA  Daily  Radio  Roundup  discussing\roblems  of 
the  wheat  farmers,  p.  A4034 


FARM  PROGRAM,  Sen.  Wiley  inserted  an  article,  "Uncle  Sam  Has  Recovered  84  Cents 
on  Each  Dollar  Spent  on  Farm  Supports."  p,  A4036 

Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Wolf  favoring  economy  in  Government,  and\stat- 
ing  tjrat  "I  submit  we  overhaul  our  farm  program.  I  submit  that  the  greatest 
speeder  of  them  all  is  Secretary  Benson."  pp,  A4052-3 

/Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Cooley  inserting  an  editorial,  "Prophets  and 
Opinion  Polls,"  refuting  certain  Farm  Journal  opinion  poll  claims,  p.  A4089 
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IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

May  14, 1959 

Mr.  Cooley  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture 


To  amend  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  and  Public 
Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Congress,  as  amended. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Jlepresenta- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  title  I  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  is 

4  amended  by  adding  the  following  new  section: 

5  “Sec.  10(3.  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section 

6  101  of  this  Act,  for  each  of  the  1960  and  1961  crops  of 

7  wheat  price  support  shall  be  made  available  as  provided  in 

8  this  section.  The  support  price  for  each  such  crop  shall  be 

9  90  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  therefor.  To  be  eligible 
10  for  such  price  support  on  any  such  crop  of  wheat  the  pro- 
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duccr,  in  addition  to  complying  with  the  wheat  acreage 
allotment  for  the  farm  on  which  such  crop  was  produced  (i) 
must  specifically  designate  an  acreage  of  crop  land  on  the 
farm  equal  to  not  less  than  30  per  centum  of  the  farm 
acreage  allotment  for  wheat  which  would  he  in  effect  for 
the  farm  except  for  the  reduction  thereof  as  provided  in  sec. 
334(c)  (2)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended,  and  (ii)  must  mot  produce  from  such  acreage 
any  crop  supported  pursuant  to  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949, 
as  amended,  which  would  normally  be  harvested  in  the 
calender  year  in  which  -the  wheat  crop  for  which  the  pro¬ 
ducer  applies  for  price  support  is  normally  harvested.  The 
acreage  so  designated  shall  be  in  addition  to  any  acreage 
in  the  conservation  reserve  program  -at  the  time  of  such 
designation,  but  such  designation  shall  not  thereafter  render 
the  land  so  designated  ineligible  for  inclusion  in  the  conser¬ 
vation  reserve  program.  Price  support  <  under  this  section 
shall  be  made  available  only  if  producers  have  not  disap¬ 
proved  marketing  quotas  for  the  crop.  In  case  marketing 
quotas  are  disapproved,  price  support  to  cooperators  shall  be 
as  provided  in  section  101(d)  (3).  Whether  marketing 
quotas  are  approved  or  disapproved  for  any  such  crop  of 
wheat,  price  support  shall  be  available ; only  for  wheat  pro¬ 
duced  on  a  farm  for  which  a  wheat  acreage  allotment  is  in 
effect  under  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  ms 
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amended,  and  only  if  the  farm  is  in  compliance  with  such 
acreage  allotment.’ ’ 

Sec.  2.  (a)  In  lieu  of  the  provisions  of  item  (1)  of 
Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Congress,  as  amended,  the 
following  provisions  shall  apply  to  the  1960  and  1961  crops 
of  wheat: 

“  (1)  If  a  national} marketing  quota  for  wheat  is  in  effect 
for  any  marketing  year,  farm  marketing  quotas  shall  be  in 
effect  for  the  crop  of  wheat  which  is  normally  harvested  in 
the  calendar  /year  in  which  such  marketing  year  begins. 
The  farm  marketing  quota  for  any  crop  of  wheat  shall  be 
the  actual  production  of  the  acreage  planted  to  such  crop  of 
wheat  on  the /farm  less  the  farm  marketing  excess.  The 
farm  marketing  excess  shall  be  an  amount  equal  to  double  the 
normal  yield  of  wheat  per  acre  established  for  the  farm 
multiplied  by  the  ;  number  of  acres  planted  to  such  crop  of 
wheat  on  the  farm  in  excess  of  the  farm  acreage  allotment 
for  such  crop  unless  the  producer,  in  accordance  with  regula¬ 
tions  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  and  within  the  time  pre¬ 
scribed  therein,  establishes  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Secretary 
the  actual  production  of  such  crop  of  wheat  on  the  farm.  If 
such  actual  production  is  so  established  the  farm  marketing 
excess  shall  be  such  actual  production  less  the  actual  produc¬ 
tion  of  the  farm  wheat  acreage  allotment:  Provided,  how¬ 
ever,  That  the  farm  marketing  excess  shall  be  adjusted  to 
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zero  if  the  total  actual  production  on  the  farm  does  not 
exceed  the  normal  production  of  the  farm  wheat  acreage 
allotment.  Actual  production  of  the  farm  wheat  acreage  al¬ 
lotment  shall  mean  the  actual  average  yield  per  harvested 
acre  of  wheat  on  the  farm  multiplied  by  the  number  of  acres 
constituting  the  farm  acreage  allotment.  In  determining  the 
actual  average  yield  per  harvested  acre  of  wheat  and  the 
actual  production  of  wheat  on  the  farm  any  acreage  utilized 
for  feed  without  threshing  after  the  wheat  is  headed,  or  avail¬ 
able  for  such  utilization  at  the  time  the  actual  production  is 
determined,  shall  be  considered  harvested  acreage  and  the 
production  thereof  in  terms  of  grain  shall  be  appraised  hi 
accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  and 
such  production  included  in  the  actual  production  of  wheat 
on  the  farm.  The  acreage  planted  to  wheat  on  a  farm  shall 
include  all  acreage  planted  to  wheat  for  any  purpose  and 
self-seeded  (volunteer)  wheat,  but  shall  not  include  any 
acreage  that  is  disposed  of  prior  to  harvest  in  accordance 
with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary.” 

“(b)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  item  (2)  of 
Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Congress,  as  amended  (7 
U.S.C.  1340  (2)  ) ,  the  rate  of  penalty  on  wheat  of  the  1960 
and  1961  crops  shall  be  65  per  centum  of  the  parity  price 
per  bushel  of  wheat  as  of  May  1  of  the  calendar  year  in 
which  the  crop  is  harvested.” 
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“(c)  In  lieu  of  the  provisions  of  item  (3)  of  Public 
Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Congress,  as  amended,  the  follow¬ 
ing  provisions  shall  apply  to  the  1960  and  1961  crops  of 
wheat:” 

“(3)  The  farm  marketing  excess  for  wheat  shall  be 
regarded  as  available  for  marketing,  and  the  penalty  and  the 
storage  amount  or  amounts  of  wheat  to  be  delivered  to  the 
Secretary  shall  be  computed  upon  double  the  normal  produc¬ 
tion  of  the  excess  acreage.  If  the  farm  marketing  excess 
so  computed  is  adjusted  downward  on  the  basis  of  actual 
production  as  heretofore  provided  the  difference  between  the 
amount  of  the  penalty  or  storage  computed  on  the  basis  of 
double  the  normal  production  and  as  computed  on  actual 
production  shall  be  returned  to  or  allowed  the  producer  or 
a  corresponding  adjustment  made  in  the  amount  to  be  de¬ 
livered  to  the  Secretary  if  the  producer  elects  to  make  such 
delivery.  The  Secretary  shall  issue  regulations  under  which 
the  farm  marketing  excess  of  wheat  for  the  farm  shall  be 
stored  or  delivered  to  him.  Upon  failure  to  store,  or  deliver 
to  the  Secretary,  the  farm  marketing  excess  within  such 
time  as  may  be  determined  under  regulations  prescribed  by 
the  Secretary  the  penalty  computed  as  aforesaid  shall  be 
paid  by  the  producer.  Any  wheat  delivered  to  the  Secre¬ 
tary  hereunder  shall  become  the  property  of  the  United 
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States  and  shall  be.  disposed  of  by  the  Secretary  for  relief 
purposes  in  the  United  States  or  foreign  countries  or  in  such 
other  manner  as  be  shall  determine  will  divert  it  from  the 
normal  channels  of  trade  and  commerce.” 

(d)  Item  (7)  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Con¬ 
gress,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1340(7))  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows: 

“  ( 7 )  A  farm  marketing  quota  on  any  crop  of  wheat 
shall  not  he  applicable  to  any  farm  on  which  the  acreage 
planted  to  wheat  for  such  crop  does  not  exceed  15  acres: 
Provided,  however,  That  a  farm  marketing  quota  on  the 
1960  and  1961  crops  of  wheat  shall  be  applicable  to  any 
farm  on  which  the  acreage  of  wheat  exceeds  the  smaller  of 
(1)  12  acres  or  (2)  the  highest  number  of  acres  planted 
to  wheat  on  the  farm  for  harvest  in  the  calendar  years  1957, 
1958,  or  1959.” 

Sec.  3.  Item  (12)  of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy- 
seventh  Congress,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1340(12)  )  shall 
not  he  applicable  with  respect  to  the  1960  and  1961  crops 
of  wheat. 

Sec.  4.  The  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended,  is  amended  as  follows: 

(a)  Section  334  is  amended  by  inserting  “  ( 1 )  ”  after 
“(c)”  and  adding  a  new  subparagraph  (2)  following  sub¬ 
paragraph  (e)  (1)  to  read  as  follows : 
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“  (2)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  each 
old  or  new  farm  acreage  allotment  for  the  1960  and  1961 
crops  of  wheat  as  determined  on  the  basis  of  a  minimum  na¬ 
tional  acreage  allotment  of  fifty-five  million  acres  shall  be 
reduced  by  30  per  centum.  In  the  event  notices  of  farm 
acreage  allotments  for  the  1960  crop  of  wheat  have  been 
mailed  to  farm  operators  prior  to  the  effective  date  of  this 
subparagraph  (2)  new  notices  showing  the  required  reduc¬ 
tion  shall  be  mailed  to  farm  operators  as  soon  as  practicable/’ 

(b)  Section  334  is  further  amended  by  inserting  a  new 
paragraph  (d)  between  paragraphs  (c)  and  (e)  to  read 
as  follows : 

“(d)  For  the  purposes  of  paragraphs  (a),  (b),  and 
(c)  of  this  section  any  farm  on  which  the  farm  marketing- 
excess  is  adjusted  to  zero  because  of  underproduction  pur¬ 
suant  to  applicable  provisions  of  law  shall  be  regarded  as  a 
farm  on  which  the  entire  amount  of  the  farm  marketing 
excess  has  been  delivered  to  the  Secretary  or  stored  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  applicable  regulations  to  avoid  or  postpone 
the  payment  of  the  penalty.” 

(c)  Subsection  (f)  of  section  335  is  amended  by 
striking  out  the  semicolon  at  the  end  of  item  (1)  and  add¬ 
ing  “and  shall  not  apply  to  other  farms  with  respect  to  the 
1960  and  1961  crops;”. 
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(d)  Section  336  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“Sec.  336.  Between  the  date  of  issuance  of  any  procla¬ 
mation  of  any  national  marketing  quota  for  wheat  and  July 
25  of  the  year  in  which  the  proclamation  is  made  the  Secre¬ 
tary  shall  conduct  a  referendum  by  secret  ballot  to  determine 
whether  farmers  favor  or  oppose  such  quota.  Farmers  eli¬ 
gible  to  vote  in  such  referendum  shall  be  farmers  who  were 
engaged  in  the  production  of  the  crop  of  wheat  normally 
harvested  in  the  calendar  year  immediately  preceding  the 
calendar  year  in  which  the  referendum  is  held  on  a  farm  that 
was  not  exempted  from  farm  marketing  quotas  on  such  crop 
of  wheat  under  applicable  provisions  of  law.  Any  acreage 
considered  as  being  devoted  to  wheat  in  establishing  future 
allotments  under  applicable  provisions  of  law  shall  he  con¬ 
sidered  as  wheat-producing  acreage  for  the  purpose  of  de¬ 
termining  eligibility  to  vote.  If  the  Secretary  determines 
that  more  than  one-tliird  of  the  farmers  voting  in  the  referen¬ 
dum  oppose  such  quota  he  shall  prior  to  the  effective  date 
of  such  quota  by  proclamation  suspend  the  operation  of  the 
national  marketing  quotas  with  respect  to  wheat”. 

(e)  Section  362  is  amended  by  deleting  the  second 
sentence  thereof. 

Sec.  5.  Subsections  (b)  and  (c)  of  section  335  of  the 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  are  here¬ 
by  repealed  and  subsection  (d)  of  said  section  is  repealed 
effective  beginning  with  the  1960  crop  of  wheat. 
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PASSMAN.  The  full  Committee 
on  Appropriations  turned  down  the  DLP 
deficiency  appropriation  request,  but  the 
House  s!s,w  fit  to  put  in  $100  million. 
The  bill  went  to  the  other  body,  where 
this  item  \as  raised  to  $200  million. 
Then  in  conference  it  was  reduced  to 
$150  million.  N  merely  wanted  to  point 
out  to  the  membership  that  this  Develop¬ 
ment  Loan  Punok  is  being  used  to  do 
many  things  thatVthe  Congress  itself 
said  should  not  be Ndone.  One  of  the 
instances  is  the  itemSI  have  discussed. 
The  Congress  is  obviously  being  given 
the  runaround  through  tire  manipulation 
of  this  Development  Loah.  program. 

Mr.  THOMAS.  I  have  rio  doubt  our 
able  and  distinguished  friendNfrom  Lou¬ 
isiana  when  he  considers  all  Nae  items 
for  appropriation  will  go  inlx*  them 

thoroughly.  \ 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  We  might  not  loave 
an  opportunity  to  consider  the  item 
then.  They  are  now  attempting  to 
pass  our  committee,  and  they  say,  ii 
effect,  “You  may  not  have  the  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  make  this  decision  because  we 
will  possibly  already  have  the  money.” 

I  should  like  for  the  record  to  show, 
with  respect  to  this  particular  matter, 
that  I  spent  2  days  on  Okinawa  last 
year.  I  departed  convinced  that  Con¬ 
gress  should  provide  the  funds  neces¬ 
sary  for  the  powerplant.  My  remarks 
today  should  not  be  interpreted  as  crit¬ 
ical  of  the  needs  for  this  project,  but, 
rather,  of  the  means  being  used  in  the 
attempt  to  obtain  funds. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  THOMAS.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  notice  on  page  32  a 
substantial  amount  of  money  for  the 
other  body  for  office  equipment.  Does 
the  gentleman  think  this  is  going  to 
take  care  of  the  rugs  and  the  sawing  off 
of  the  doors  and  all  the  other  mistakes 
that  were  made? 

Mr.  THOMAS.  May  I  say  to  my  dis¬ 
tinguished  friend  that  his  judgment  is 
just  as  good  as  mine  on  that.  I  hope 
it  does. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Maybe  we  ought  to  or¬ 
ganize  a  volunteer  force  and  help  ther 
cut  off  the  doors  and  lay  the  rugs.  / 

Mr.  THOMAS.  Maybe  the  gentle¬ 
man  has  a  good  point  there. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  notice  there  is/$500,- 
000  in  this  bill  for  the  Pan  American 
Olympic  Games.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  THOMAS.  Half  a  million  dollars, 
yes. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  thank  ttfe  gentleman. 

Mr.  RHODES  of  /  Arizona.  Mr. 
Speaker,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  THOMAS.  I  yiteld. 

Mr.  RHODES  of/Arizona.  My  ques¬ 
tion  is  with  regard' to  amendment  No.  59 
of  the  Senate. /T  previously  discussed 
this  matter  wfth  the  able  gentleman 
from  Ohio  [Mr.  KirwanI.  I  should  like 
the  RECORn/to  show  that  this  amend¬ 
ment,  whi<m  was  for  $1  million  for  road 
construction  and  maintenance  in  the 
NavajyHopi  Reservation,  was  not  kept 
in  this  bill  after  conference  because  of 
a  statement  from  the  Department  of  the 
Inferior  stating  that  the  money  was  not 


needed  for  the  program  to  proceed  in 
this  fiscal  year.  May  I  ask  the  gentle¬ 
man  if  it  is  not  a  fact  that  the  con¬ 
ference  did  not  intend  nor  does  the 
House  intend  that  this  program  for 
building  roads  across  the  Navajo-Hopi 
Reservation  will  be  held  up  in  the 
slightest? 

Mr.  THOMAS.  The  gentleman  usu¬ 
ally  gets  what  he  wants.  He  takes  care 
of  his  people,  and  I  am  sure  he  will  in 
this  instance.  We  will  cooperate  with 
him,  too. 

Mr.  KIRWAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  THOMAS.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  KlftWAN.  We  have  clearly 
stated  in  the  conference  report  that  it 
is  intended  that  the  department  will 
proceed  with  letting  the  planned  con¬ 
tracts  for  the  road  work.  The  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Interior  has  advised  us  that 
no  cash  payments  will  be  required  on 
their  contracts  until  after  July  1,  1959, 
it  which  time  the  funds  in  the  regular 
160  appropriation  bill  will  be  available,. 
Sethis  action  will  in  no  way  hold  up  t£fe 
scheduled  construction  program. 

MrxRHODES  of  Arizona.  So  th£  net 
result \ill  be  that  there  will  be  nydelay 
in  this  program. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  Mr.  Speyer,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  THOMAS.  I  yield  t</the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Virginia. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  In  tb6  bill  as  it  went 
to  conference  thNe  way  $3  million  to  be 
used  by  the  foresV  itaiwice  in  areas  of 
unemployment.  I  notice  that  is  not  in 
the  bill  as  it  came' from  conference. 

Mr.  THOMAS ./  Tha\  is  correct.  Let 
me  ask  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  to  give 
the  gentlemay  an  answer'to  it. 

Mr.  KIR  WAN.  I  was  originally  in  fa¬ 
vor  of  this /item,  for  I  understood  it  was 
intended JCo  help  out  the  distressed  area 
in  just  cme  State.  But  when  finally  ap¬ 
pro  vedGay  the  other  body  the  $3  million 
was  spread  all  over  32  other  areas,  s\the 
affect  in  any  one  area  would  be  meaning¬ 
less.'  Scattering  this  small  amount 
ids  across  the  country  as  was  pro--1 
posed  would  put  only  a  very  small  num¬ 
ber  to  work  in  any  one  area,  and  then 
only  for  a  few  weeks.  This  would  not 
help  and  that  is  why  it  was  taken  out  of 
the  bill. 

Mr.  THOMAS.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  the 
gentleman  will  permit  me  to  point  this 
out — as  a  matter  of  fact,  did  you  not  put 
about  $10  million  in  your  regular  bill  to 
get  this  job  done?  Is  it  not  also  true  that 
this  small  amount  of  money  would  not 
be  a  drop  in  the  bucket,  and,  further¬ 
more,  the  appropriation  would  expire 
long  before  you  could  allocate  it  because 
this  bill  is  only  good  to  the  end  of  June? 
I  think  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  is  go¬ 
ing  to  try  to  do  something  worth  while 
for  you  about  this. 

Mr.  KIRWAN.  I  want  to  point  out 
that  we  put  $9,650,000  in  the  appropria¬ 
tion  bill  for  this  year  over  the  budget 
request  for  the  Forest  Service.  I  would 
be  satisfied  to  support  $3  million  if  it  is 
put  in  the  1960  regular  appropriation 
bill  for  this  particular  area  and  not  scat¬ 
tered  around  all  over  the  country.  How 


are  you  going  to  really  help  people ^ill 
over  the  country  with  such  a  small 
amount? 

Mr.  KIRWAN.  I  understand/it  was 
planned  to  allocate  this  amount  to 
many,  many  areas  and  only/a  portion 
would  go  to  provide  employipent.  I  again 
tell  you  that  I  would  vote  f9r  $3  million  if 
it  was  restricted  to  this  phe  area  where 
it  could  be  of  some  aid  but  what  can  be 
accomplished  with  onjy  $3  million  scat¬ 
tered  over  32  different  areas? 

Mr.  JENNINGSy/l  must  remind  the 
gentleman  that  eVen  if  the  money  were 
scattered  over  22  areas,  it  is  still  re¬ 
stricted  to  are/s  of  unemployment  while 
on  the  other. 'hand,  as  it  was  originally 
set  up,  the..$3  million  went  to  only  one 
area  and  all  the  other  areas  would  have 
been  completely  left  out. 

Mr.  KIRWAN.  I  am  trying  to  tell  the 
gentleman  that  when  I  told  them  to  put 
it  in  in  the  other  body,.  I  asked  them  to 
put  it  in  the  regular  appropriation  bill. 
We  have  only  six  weeks  left  in  this  fiscal 
/year. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  But  that  was  re¬ 
stricted  to  one  area  and  that  would  not 
have  helped  those  of  us  who  are  outside 
of  that  particular  area. 

Mr.  KIRWAN.  I  again  tell  the  gen¬ 
tleman  that  to  provide  any  effective  re¬ 
lief  for  unemployment  in  the  32  other 
surplus  labor  areas  would  require  many, 
many  millions  of  dollars.  The  $3  million 
would  at  best  help  only  a  relatively  small 
number  for  a  few  weeks.  On  July  1  the 
1960  appropriation  for  the  Forest  Serv¬ 
ice  will  be  available  and  this  will  total 
over  $100  million  for  land  management 
and  roads. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  Let  me  say  to  the 
gentleman  that  one  job  is  better  than 
no  job,  and  I  would  be  glad  to  have  any 
part  of  it.  But,  I  am  pleased  to  hear 
that  you  have  $100  million  in  the  bill 
for  1960. 

Mr.  THOMAS.  Mr.  Speaker,  appar¬ 
ently  there  is  no  disagreement  between 
the  gentlemen.  Both  of  them  are  going 
to  get  around  to  doing  a  tremendous  job 
fornext  year. 

COMMITTEE  ON  AGRICULTURE— 
H.R.  7118 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  THOMAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  may  have  until 
midnight  tomorrow  night  to  file  a  report 
on  the  bill,  H.R.  7118. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mas- 
.  sachusetts? 

There  was  no  objection. 


ADJOURNMENT^  OVER 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  m\  Speaker,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  when  the 
House  adjourns  today,  it  adjoinm  to  meet 
on  Monday  next.  \ 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objeOUcn  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  fromVlas- 
sachusetts? 

There  was  no  objection. 
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LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM 
Mr.'HALLECK.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 


gentleman  yield? 
Mr.  THOMAS. 
Mr.  HALLECK 


I  yield. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 
asked  for  thte  time  in  order  to  inquire  of 
the  majority  leader  as  to  the  legislative 
program  for  next  week. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
program  for  next "V<eek  is  as  follows: 

Monday,  the  Consent  Calendar  will 
be  called.  There  win,  be  one  bill  taken 
up  under  suspension  of  the  rules,  the 
bill,  H.R.  7007,  authorising  appropria¬ 
tions  for  the  National  Aeronautics  and 
Space  Administration  for  1900.  That  bill 
has  been  unanimously  repotted  out  of 
committee. 

Then,  the  appropriation  bilI\for  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  for  l9§0  will 
be  taken  up. 

The  Private  Calendar  will  be  called 
on  Tuesday. 

Following  the  disposition  of  the  agrf 
cultural  appropriation  bill,  if  it  should 
go  over  to  Tuesday,  the  housing  bill,  S. 

57,  will  be  brought  up.  If  the  agricul¬ 
tural  appropriation  bill  should  be  dis¬ 
posed  of  on  Monday,  in  no  event  will  the 
housing  bill  be  brought  up  before  Tues¬ 
day.  In  other  words,  for  example,  if 
the  agricultural  bill  should  be  disposed 
of  on  Monday  in  time  to  start  on  the 
housing  bill,  we  will  not  start  on  it  on 
Monday  so  the  Members  will  be  advised 
of  that. 

The  general  Government  matters  ap¬ 
propriation  bill  for  1960  will  follow  the 
Housing  bill. 

Agreement  has  been  made  by  the 
leadership  that  any  record  vote  on  Mon¬ 
day  or  Tuesday,  with  the  exception  of  a 
vote  on  a  rule,  will  go  over  until  Wednes¬ 
day,  due  to  the  fact  that  there  are 
primaries  in  Pennsylvania  on  Tuesday 
next.  -  - 

Mr.  HALLECK.  May  I  inquire  of  the 
gentleman  if  that  likewise  holds  for  any 
record  vote  on  Monday? 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Exactly;  any  rec¬ 
ord  vote  on  Monday  or  Tuesday,  with  the 
exception,  as  I  said,  of  a  vote  on  any 

rule  and  of  course  in  the  case  of  the  t  amendment.  In  agreeing  to  the  ’ 
appropriation  bill  there  would  be  no  vote  ^ount  of  $3, 870,400  for  this  appropria- 
on  the  rule  because  such  a  bill  is  prefer-  /£ion>  the  conferees  are  deleting  the  lan- 
ential  but  in  the  event  there  should  be/  gUage  ancj  money  that  was  proposed  in 
f  vote  on  a  rule  I  would  have  to  have  the  Senate  amendment  for  conducting 
that,  otherwise  we  could  not  proceed./  additional  research  at  Beltsville. 


Included  in  this  bill  is  $150  million  for 
the  so-called  Redevelopment  Loan  Fund. 
These  are  loans  made  to  foreign  govern¬ 
ments  that  are  so  soft  they  will  never  be 
collected.  The  House  approved  $100  mil¬ 
lion  for  this  purpose.  That  was  too 
much.  Then  the  Senate  added  $50  mil¬ 
lion  and  the  total  amount  of  $150  million 
is  unconscionable  in  view  of  the  fact  that 
this  is  a  supplemental  appropriation 
which  means  this  money  is  in  addition  to 
the  hundreds  of  millions  appropriated 
for  the  same  purpose  earlier  in  this  fis¬ 
cal  year. 

There  are  other  items  in  this  bill  that 
should  never  have  been  increased.  Again, 
I  am  opposed  to  the  substantial  appro¬ 
priations  contained  in  this  bill  to  rectify 
the  mistakes  that  were  made  in  con¬ 
structing  and  equipping  the  new  Senate 
Office  Building. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  opposed  to  this  bill 
and  let  the  Record  clearly  show  my 
position. 

Mr.  THOMAS.  Mr.  Speaker,  1  move 
(the  previous  question  on  the  conference 
:port. 

'he  previous  question  was  ordered. 
ie  conference  report  was  agreed  to/ 
Th\  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  re' 
port  t\e  first  amendment  in  disagree¬ 
ment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  1:  Page  /,  line  7, 
insert  “,  $3,606,700,  to  including  riot  to  ex¬ 
ceed  $35,000  foi\the  alterations  /o  the  meat 
laboratory  at  BelWville,  Maryland,  $4,174,110, 
of  which  $4,074,llcNshall’’ 

Mr.  THOMAS.  '’Mr.  Weaker,  I  move 
that  the  H6use  recede  and  concur  in  the 
Senate  amendment  wm  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as/foHows: 

Mr.  Thomas  move/  that  the  House  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the/amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  1,  and  concur  therein 
with  an  amendment,  as  follows-!  In  lieu  of 


Mr.  HALLECK.  If  the  gentleman 
will  yield  further,  there  is  the  possibility 
that  a  veto  message  might  be  coining  in 
here  on  Monday  or  Tuesday ;  1  take  it 
that  should  that  happen  a  vqte  on  that 
message  would  go  over  until /Wednesday. 

Mi\  McCORMACK.  Ab§dlutely;  abso¬ 
lutely,  if  not  later. 
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PRIATION  BILL,  1959 
Mr.  GROSS,  ^nx.  Speaker,  if  there  is 
not  to  be  a  rollcall  vote  on  this  confer¬ 
ence  report  I  .want  the  Record  to  show 
that  I  am  opposed  and  would  have  voted 
against  approval. 

This  conference  report  calls  for  the 
spending  of  $2,764  million.  That  is  ap¬ 
proximately  $107  million  more  than  the 
bill  contained  when  it  left  the  House. 


The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will 
port  the  next  amendment  in  disagj 
ment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  7:  Page  line  22, 
strike  out  the  word  “The”  and  insert  “For 
an  additional  amount  for  'Acreage  allot¬ 
ments  and  marketing  quotas,V$2, 375,000,  to 
be  derived  by  transfer  from /the  appropria¬ 
tion  for  ‘Conservation  reserve  program', 
fiscal  1959  and  the” 

Mr.  THOMAS.  MZ  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  recede  and  concur  in  the 
Senate  amendmer/1 with  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  re^d  as  follows: 

Mr.  Thomas  moves  that  the  House  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 


the  Senate  n\ 
with  an  ams 


bered  7,  and  concur  therein 
dment,  as  follows:  In  lieu  of 


amed  in  said  amendment,  insert 


the  matter  stricken  and  inserts^  by  said 
amendment, . 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  BOW.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thihk  it 
might  /oe  well  at  this  point  to  be  sure 
that  .the  Record  indicates  the  intent  \>f 
the/action  of  the  House  conferees  or 


The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  the  next  amendment  in  disagree¬ 
ment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  6:  Page  4,  line  4, 
insert : 

“foreign  agriculture  service 
“Salaries  and  expenses 

“Subject  to  allocation  in  such  manner  as 
may  now  or  hereafter  be  prescribed  by  the 
President,  foreign  currencies  which  have  ac¬ 
crued  under  title  I  of  the  Agricultural  Trade 
Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as 
amended  (7  U.S.C.  1704) ,  may  be  used  with¬ 
out  fiscal  year  limitation  for  the  purposes  of 
section  104  (m)  of  that  Act,  including 
administrative  expenses  directly  related 
thereto,  in  an  amount  not  to  exceed  the 
equivalent  of  $1,275,000.” 

Mr.  THOMAS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  recede  and  concur  in  the 
Senate  amendment. 


the  sum 

“$2,000, og 

The/notion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  report 
thqmext  amendment  in  disagreement, 
ie  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  38:  Page  17,  line  1, 
insert: 

“construction  of  surgical  facilities 

“For  an  additional  amount  for  ‘Construc¬ 
tion  of  surgical  facilities’,  $370,000,  which 
together  with  funds  heretofore  appropriated 
under  this  head  shall  remain  available  until 
expended.” 

Mr.  THOMAS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  recede  and  concur  in  the 
Senate  amendment  with  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Thomas  moves  that  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  88,  and  concur 
therein  with  an  amendment,  as  follows:  In 
lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  in  said  amendment, 
insert  “$335,000.” 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  report 
the  next  amendment  in  disagreement. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  42:  Page  20,  line  2, 
insert: 

“ALASKA  INTERNATIONAL  RAIL  AND  HIGHWAY 
COMMISSION 

“Salaries  and  expenses 
SyFor  an  additional  amount  for  ‘Salaries 
ancL  expenses’,  $200,000  and  said  appropria- 
tion\shall  remain  available  until  March  1, 
I960.’*' 

Mr.  Thomas.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  llouse  recede  and  concur  in  the 
Senate  amendment. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  report 
the  next  amendment  in  disagreement. 

The  Clerk  reacrias  follows: 

Senate  amendment^).  50:  Page  22,  line  18, 
insert: 

“REFUNDS  UNDER  RENEGOTIATION  ACT 

“For  refunds  under  section  201(f)  of  the 
Renegotiation  Act  of  l95l\(50  U.S.C.  App. 
1231(f) ) ,  $1,400,000,  to  remaii\available  until 
expended.” 

Mr.  THOMAS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  recede  and  cbmcur  in 
the  Senate  amendment. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  red^rt 
the  next  amendment  in  disagreement. 
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Tile  Clerk  read  as  follows  : 

Senate  amendment  No.  56:  Page 
insert  “and  in  addition  $100,000 
rived  by  'transfer  from  the  app 
‘Salaries  amj  expenses,  Office 
Exploration’ 

Mr.  THOMAS.  Mr.  Speaker, 
that  the  House  Recede  and  concui 
Senate  amendmeM. 

The  motion  wasxagreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will 
the  next  amendment\in  disag  r 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  5T:  Page  25 
insert  ":  Provided,  That  not  tq  exceei 
shall  be  available  for  reimbursing  the  Ai 
ican  Palls  Irrigation  District  Numb 
Shoshone,  Idaho,  for  reconstruction 
bridge  damaged  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  i  n 
agement  during  fire-suppression  act. 

Mr.  THOMAS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ; 
that  the  House  recede  and  concur  in  ; 
Senate  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Thomas  moves  that  the  House  re. 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendmen  oi 
the  Senate  numbered  57,  and  concur  therein. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  the  next  amendment  in  disagree¬ 
ment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  63:  Page  29,  line 
9, insert: 

"TEMPORARY  UNEMPLOYMENT  COMPENSATION 

“The  appropriation  granted  under  this 
head  in  chapter  II  of  the  Act  of  June  13, 
1958  (Public  Law  85-457),  shall  remain 
available  until  September  30,  1959,  for  carry¬ 
ing  into  effect  the  provisions  of  the  Tempo¬ 
rary  Unemployment  Compensation  Act  of 
1958,  as  arrlended.’’ 

Mr.  THOMAS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  recede  and  concur  in  the 
Senate  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Thomas  moves  that  the  House  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  63,  and  concur  therein. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  report 
the  next  amendment  in  disagreement. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Senate  amendment  Nc>.  66:  Page  30,  line  1. 
Insert : 

“salaries,  officers  and  employees 
"Office  of  the  Sergeant  at  Arms  and 
Doorkeeper 

“For  an  additional  amount  for  Office  of /Ser¬ 
geant  at  Arms  and  Doorkeeper,  $1,055  far  the 
employment  from  May  1,  1959,  of  an  Assist¬ 
ant  Superintendent,  Periodical  Pres/Gallery , 
at  $3,000  basic  per  annum.” 

Mr.  THOMAS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  recede  and  concur  in  the 
Senate  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows 

Mr.  Thomas  moves  thair  the  House  recede 
from  its  disagreement  tef  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  (Kb  and  concur  therein. 

The  motion  was  Agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER1.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  the  next  Amendment  in  disagree¬ 
ment. 

The  Clerlyfead  as  follows: 

Senate  agtfendment  No.  69:  Page  30,  line 
10, insert: 


"miscellaneous  items 
“For  an  additional  amount  for  'Miscellan¬ 
eous  items,’  $81,290:  Provided,  That  effective 
May  1,  1959,  the  basic  salaries  of  the  re¬ 
search  assistants  to  the  majority  and  minor¬ 
ity  leaders,  as  authorized  by  Senate  Resolu¬ 
tion  158,  agreed  to  December  9,  1941,  may 
be  fixed  by  the  respective  leaders  at  not  to 
exceed  $8,820  basic  per  annum  each.” 

Mr.  THOMAS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  recede  and  concur  in  the 
Senate  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Thomas  moves  that  the  House  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  69,  and  concur  therein. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  the  next  amendment  in  disagree¬ 
ment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Senate  amendment  No.  71:  Page  30,  line 
20,  insert:  ( 

“stationery  (revolving  fund) 

“For  an  additional  amount  for  ‘Stationery 
revolving  fund)'  $1,780,  to  remain  available 
mtH  expended.” 

MrXTHOMAS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
hat  thte  House  recede  and  concur  in  the 
enate  amendment  with  an  amendment. 
The  Clerk  read  as  follows:  / 

Mr.  Thomas.,  moves  that  the  House  recede 
■om  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
le  Senate  numbered  71,  and  concur  therein 
ith  an  amendment,  as  follows :/  In  lieu  of 
le  matter  proposed,  by  said  amendment  in¬ 
ert  :  \  / 

“STATIONERY  (RfiVOLVIIjrt;  FUND) 

“For  an  additional  amount  for  ‘Stationery 
revolving  fund) ,”  $l,78cC\to  remain  avail- 
ble  until  expended.  /  \ 

“HOUSE  OF  REPftESENTlvjTVES 

“For  payment  to  Isfary  S.  Polk,  widow  of 
i,mes  G.  Polk,  late  a  Representative  from 
le  State  of  Ohio .$22,500.” 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  wilhre 
prt  the  amendment  in  disagree 

lent. 

The  oferk  read  as  follows: 

-enqife  amendment  No.  75:  Page  32,  line 
I  insert: 

■OPTIONAL  OFFICE  BUILDING  FOR  THE  UNITED 
STATES  SENATE 

'.'onstruction  and  equipment  of  additional 
Senate  Office  Building 
To  enable  the  Architect  of  the  Capitol, 
uder  the  direction  of  the  Senate  Office 
lidding  Commission,  to  continue  to  pro- 
vie  for  the  construction  and  equipment  of 
l,  reproof  office  building  for  the  use  of  the 
Uited  States  Senate,  in  accordance  with  the 
pivisions  of  the  Second  Deficiency  Appro- 
pr.tion  Act,  1948  (62  Stat.  1029),  as  amend- 
e  jy  the  Legislative  Branch  Appropriation 
A:  1958  (71  Stat.  252,  253),  $750,000: 

Prcided,  That  no  part  of  the  funds  herein 
aoropriated  shall  be  obligated  or  expended 
ft  construction  of  the  rear  center  wing  of 
sal  building,  from  the  ground  floor  up,  pro- 
vied  for  under  the  building  plans  hereto- 
fo)  approved  by  such  Commission:  Pro- 
vic.l  further.  That  the  amount  of  $23,446,000 
fix-  by  the  Second  Deficiency  Appropria¬ 
te  Act,  1948  (62  Stat.  1029),  as  amended 
bv  le  Legislative  Branch  Appropriation  Act, 
195  (71  Stat.  252,  253),  as  the  limit  of  cost 
fo  •  onstruction  and  equipment  of  an  addi- 
tioal  office  building  for  the  United  States 
Scute  is  hereby  increased  by  $750,000.” 


Mr.  THOMAS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  mo> 
that  the  House  recede  and  concur  in , 
Senate  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Mr.  Thomas  moves  that  the  Hou§4  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  75,  and  concur  therein. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to.. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  derk  will  re¬ 
port  the  next  amendment  in  disagree¬ 
ment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Senate  amendment  Jfo.  76:  Page  35,  line  1, 
insert  : 

"THIRD  PANAMERICAN  GAMES 

“For  necessary  /xpenses  of  the  Third  Pan 
American  Garnet  1959,  $500,000,  to  remain 
available  until  June  30,  1960.” 

Mr.  THOMAS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  recede  and  concur  in  the 
Senate  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr., Thomas  moves  that  the  House  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
thq  "Senate  numbered  76,  and  concur  therein. 
/ 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

,  The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
move'  port  the  next  amendment  in  disagree¬ 
ment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  88:  Page  40, 
line  4,  strike  out  “General  provisions:  The 
Secretary  of  Commerce  is  authorized  to 
Itransfer  not  to  exceed  $900,000  between  ap¬ 
propriations  of  the  Department  of  Com¬ 
merce  available  for  Salaries  and  expenses  for 
the  purpose  of  providing  for  increased  pay 
costs  in  the  fiscal  year  1959”  and  insert 
“General  provisions:  The  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce  is  authorized  to  transfer  not  to  exceed 
$833,075  from  the  appropriation  ‘Ship  con¬ 
struction  (liquidation  of  contract  authoriza¬ 
tion)  maritime  activities’,  to  other  appro¬ 
priations  of  the  Department  of  Commerce  for 
the  purpose  of  providing  for  increased  pay 
costs  in  the  fiscal  year  1959.” 

Mr.  THOMAS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  recede  and  concur  in  the 
Senate  amendment  with  an  amendment. 
The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Thomas  moves  that  the  House  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
>e  Senate  numbered  88,  and  concur  therein 
an  amendment,  as  follows:  In  lieu  of 
the\sum  proposed  in  said  amendment,  in¬ 
sert  ''$416,500”. 

The  tnotion  was  agreed  to. 

The  Speaker.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  the  next  amendment  in  disagree¬ 
ment. 

The  Clerk  fhad  as  follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  172:  Page  58,  line 
16.  insert  “  ‘Joint  ‘Committee  on  Reduction 
of  Nonessential  Vederal  Expenditures’, 
$2,295,  to  remain  available  during  the  exist¬ 
ence  of  the  committee\and  to  be  disbursed 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  "'Senate;”. 

Mr.  THOMAS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  recede  anckconcur  in  the 
Senate  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows\ 

Mr.  Thomas  moves  that  the  Hchise  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  172,  and  concukthere- 
in. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  the  votes  by 
which  action  was  taken  on  the  several 
motions  was  laid  on  the  table. 
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ADDITIONAL  COPIES  OF  REPORT 
ENTITLED  “INTERIM  REPORT  OF 
THE  BOSTON  NATIONAL  HISTOR¬ 
IC  SITES  COMMISSION  PERTAIN¬ 
ING  TO  THE  LEXINGTON-CON- 
CORD  <BATTLE  ROAD” 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Speaker, 
by  direction  of  the  Committee  on  House 
Administration,  I  call  up  House  Resolu¬ 
tion  247  and  ask  for  its  immediate  con¬ 
sideration. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Resolved,  That  there  shall  he  printed 
three  thousand  additional  copies  of  House 
Document  57  (Eighty-sixth  Congress),  en¬ 
titled  “Interim  Report  of  the  Boston  Na¬ 
tional  Historic  Sites  Commission  Pertaining 
to  the  Lexington-Concord  Battle  Road”  for 
distribution  by  the  House  Superintendent  of 
Documents. 


Mr.  SCHENCK.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  SCHENCK.  Would  the  gentle¬ 
man  inform  the  House  as  to  the  cost  of 
each  of  these  resolutions  he  is  about  to 
introduce? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  I  will  be  glad 
to.  The  cost  of  the  resolution  before 
the  House  at  this  time  is  $923.  That  is  a 
back-press  cost  for  the  3,000  additional 
copies  of  that  document. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  resolution. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 


JOINT  COMMITTEE  ON  WASHING¬ 
TON  METROPOLITAN  PROBLEMS 


Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,-  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  jf  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  GROSS.  What  i0he  cost  of  this 
resolution?  / 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  The  cost  of 
this  resolution  is  $l,fJo9. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  the  gen¬ 
tleman  will  yield/further,  is  this  designed 
as  a  propaganda  piece  for  the  benefit  of 
these  States  aiid  the  District  of  Colum¬ 
bia  to  promote  some  more  free  bridges 
across  the  .Potomac? 

Mr.  JGflES  of  Missouri.  I  will  answer 
the  gejatleman  and  tell  him  that  I  do 
not  think  that  is  the  purpose  of  it.  How- 
this  is  a  Senate  resolution,  and  I 
woGld  say  that  as  a  matter  of  precedent 


and  comity  between  the  two  Houses,  we 
usually  approve  Senate  resolutions  thaL 


come  over  here. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  would  not  think  of  sug¬ 
gesting  that  the  gentleman  do  any¬ 
thing  that  would  disturb  the  so- 
called  comity  between  the  House  and 
the  Senate ;  I  am  not  suggesting'  that  at 
all,  but  I  would  like  to  know  whether 
this  is  a  propaganda  piece  designed  to 
help  build  some  more  bridges  or  do  some¬ 
thing  of  that  kind  in  this  area,  using  the 
taxpayers’  money  of  Missouri  and  Iowa 
as  well  as  all  the  States. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  I  am  not  in 
favoT  of  propaganda,  as  the  gentleman 
knows. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  resolution. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 


TV 


The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
ble. 


oiylfie 


Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Speaker, 
by  direction  of  the  Committee  on  House 
Administration,  I  call  up  Senate  Con¬ 
current  Resolution  22  and  ask  for  its 
immediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

Resolved  by  the  Senate  ( the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives  concurring),  That  there  be 
printed  for  the  use  of  the  Joint  Committee 
on  Washington  Metropolitan  Problems,  one- 
thousand  additional  copies  of  the  hearings 
held  during  the  Eighty-fifth  Congress  en¬ 
titled,  “Transportation  Problems  in  Mary¬ 
land,  Virginia,  and  the  Washington  Metro¬ 
politan  Area.” 


RESIGNATION  FROM  COMMITTEE 

The  SPEAKER  laid  before  the  House 
the  following  resignation  from  a  com 
mittee: 

May  14,  19 

Hon.  Sam  Raybtjrn, 

Speaker,  House  of  Representatives, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Speaker:  I  herewitly' oiler  my 
resignation  from  the  House  Select/Committee 
on  Small  Business.  / 

It  has  been  a  privilege  and  pleasure  to  work 
with  the  members  of  the  .-'Small  Business 
Committee  and  1  regret  thdt  I  must  discon¬ 
tinue  this  association.  / 

Sincerely  yours,  / 

Albert  H.  Quie, 

\  /  Member  of  Congress. 

/ 

The  SPEAKE&.  Without  objection, 
the  resignation  will  be  accepted. 

There  was, -ho  objection. 


\ 


RESIGNATION  FROM  COMMITTEE 

The  ^BEAKER  laid  before  the  House 
the  fallowing  resignation  from  a  com¬ 
mittee: 


\  May  14,  1959 

Hon.  Sam  Rayburn, 

/'Speaker,  House  \f  Representatives, 
Washington,  D 
Dear  Mr.  Speai£  has  been  a  privilege 

and  pleasure  to  s  i  the  Committee  on 

House  Administrs  Or  the  past  several 

years.  However,  :  find  it  necessary  to 

discontinue  my  s<  >n  the  committee  in 

order  to  devote  f  e  to  my  duties  and 

responsibilities  as  'ity  leader. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Charles\A.  Halleck, 

inority  Leader. 


The  SPEAKER.  Wit: 
the  resignation  will  be 
There  was  no  objection. 


objection, 
ted. 


ELECTION  TO  COMMIT 
Mr.  LAFORE.  Mr.  Speaker, 


offer  a 
for  its 


resolution  (H.  Res.  263)  and  as! 
immediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolutio 
follows : 

Resolved,  That  Albert  H.  Quie,  Minnesl 
be,  and  he  is  hereby,  elected  a  member 
the  standing  committee  of  the  House 
Representatives  on  Education  and  Labor. 


LEGISLATIVE  RECOMMENDATIONS— 

MESSAGE  FROM  THE  PRESIDENT 

OF  THE  UNITED  STATES  (S.  DOC. 

NO.  27) 

The  SPEAKER  laid  before  the  House 
the  following  message  from  the  Presi¬ 
dent  of  the  United  States,  which  was  read 
and  referred  to  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the  Union 
and  ordered  to  be  printed: 

To  the  Congress  of  the  United  States: 

In  making  my  legislative  recommen¬ 
dations  in  January  of  this  year  I  called 
to  the  particular  attention  of  the  Con¬ 
gress  three  matters  requiring  urgent 
consideration  and  action.  It  is  now 
some  4  months  since  I  made  these  rec¬ 
ommendations  and  to  date  the  Congress 
has  dealt  finally  with  none  of  them.  On 
one,  it  has  taken  no  action  at  all. 

These  recommendations  were  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

1.  To  av.ert  a  serious  disruption  of 
the  interstate  highway  program  due  to 
an  impending  deficit  in  the  highway 
trust  fund,  I  recommended  a  temporary 
increase  in  the  Federal  tax  on  motor 
fuels: 

2.  To  avoid  the  possibility  of  a  serious 
interruption  in  homebuilding,  I  rec¬ 
ommended  an  increased  authorization 
for  the  insuring  of  home  mortgages  by 
the  Federal  Housing  Administration; 

3.  To  halt  the  accelerated  buildup  of 
surplus  agricultural  commodities  and  to 
reduce  those  stocks  and  their  ever- 
mounting  cost  to  the  taxpayer,  I  recom¬ 
mended  corrective  legislation. 

Since  these  recommendations  were 
made,  time  has  grown  steadily  shorter 
and  the  problems  occasioned  by  the  lack 
of  action  in  the  Congress  increasingly 
critical. 

HIGHWAY  TRUST  FUND 

In  setting  up  the  interstate  highway 
program  in  1956,  the  Congress  provided 
that  it  be  conducted  on  a  pay-as-you- 
go  basis  and,  to  accomplish  this  pur¬ 
pose,  established  the  highway  trust 
fund.  Motor  fuels  and  other  highway 
user  taxes  are  paid  into  this  fund,  and 
Federal  grants,  amounting  to  90  percent 
of  the  cost  of  building  the  Interstate 
Highway  System,  are  paid  to  the  States 
out  of  the  fund. 

Legislation  enacted  last  year,  however, 
has  increased  the  rate  at  which  money 
is  being  spent  from  the  fund  and  nothing  , 
has  been  done  to  put  more  money  into 
the  fund.  Because  the  law  wisely  re¬ 
quires  that  the  fund’s  expenditures  not 
exceed  its  receipts,  it  will  be  impossible 
this  year,  without  congressional  action, 
to  apportion  funds  so  that  the  States 
may  make  commitments  for  future  high¬ 
way  construction.  Apportionments  in 
the  following  year  would  also  be  far  be¬ 
low  those  needed  to  carry  forward  the 
roadbuilding  schedule  now  contemplated 
by  law. 

To  keep  the  highway  trust  fund  on  a 
pay-as-you-go  basis  and  to  maintain  the 
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fanned  construction  schedule,  I  recom¬ 
mended  a  temporary  increase  of  1 V2 
cents  a  gallon  in  the  Federal  tax  on 
motor  fuels,  effective  July  1  of  this  year. 

The  recent  suggestion  that  receipts 
from  the  manufacturers’  excise  tax  on 
automobiles  be  earmarked  for  the  trust 
fund  is  an  unsatisfactory  alternative. 
The  transfer  of  those  receipts,  running 
about  a  billion  dollars  a  year,  from  the 
general  fund  to  the  highway  trust  fund 
would  mean  only  that  the  problem  would 
then  be  to  raise  new  taxes  to  replenish 
the  loss  to  the  general  fund. 

An  even  more  unsatisfactory  alterna¬ 
tive,  proposed  by  some,  would  be  legisla¬ 
tion  to  waive  the  pay-as-you-go  require¬ 
ment.  This  would  only  be  a  refusal  to 
face  reality — one  that  the  Congress 
would  be  hard  put  to  explain.  Less  than 
3  years  ago,  as  a  matter  of  legislative 
policy,  the  Congress  declared  in  the 
Highway  Revenue  Act  of  1956  that  if  it 
ever  appears  that  the  trust  fund’s  total 
receipts  will  be  less  than  its  total  expend¬ 
itures  “the  Congress  shall  enact  legis¬ 
lation  in  order  to  bring  about  a  balance 
of  total  receipts  and  total  expenditures.” 

Less  than  2  months  remain  for  timely, 
responsible  action  by  the  Congress  on  my 
recommendation. 

housing 

In  January  I  urged  the  enactment  of 
emergency  legislation  to  increase  by  $6 
billion  the  Federal  Housing  Administra¬ 
tion’s  authority  to  insure  privately  ex¬ 
tended  home  mortgages. 

This  recommendation  has  not  been 
enacted.  The  height  of  the  homebuild- 
ing  season  is  upon  us,  builders  must  plan 
ahead  and  the  agency’s  insurance  au¬ 
thority  is  in  danger  of  being  exhausted. 

The  $6  billion  increase  in  authority  in¬ 
volves  no  Federal  spending  and  FHA’s 
operations  are  self-supporting. 

Because  it  could  see  that  its  authority 
was  running  out,  the  agency  late  last 
year,  where  it  could,  began  issuing  agree¬ 
ments  to  insure  in  the  future  provided 
it  then  actually  had  authority  remain¬ 
ing.  By  thus  substituting  provisional 
agreements  for  actual  commitments,  the 
agency  has  been  able  to  avoid  an  abrupt 
halt  in  its  operations  due  to  a  lack  of 
insurance  authority. 

Although  the  agency  may  be  able  to 
continue  on  this  temporary  basis  until 
June  30,  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year,  the 
situation  grows  more  precarious  every 
day.  The  agency’s  outstanding  agree¬ 
ments  to  insure  in  the  future  now  exceed 
$3  billion,  more  than  twice  the  amount 
of  the  agency’s  remaining  authority  to 
make  actual  insurance  commitments. 

To  avoid  the  possibility  of  a  serious  in¬ 
terruption  in  homebuilding  all  across 
America,  sound  congressional  action  in 
this  area  is  urgently  needed. 

WHEAT 

I  have  frequently  requested  legislation 
to  deliver  our  farmers  and  taxpayers 
everywhere  from  the  mounting  failures 
and  staggering  excesses  of  the  manda¬ 
tory  farm  price  support  and  production 
control  program.  Unless  this  pressing 
issue  is  squarely  met  and  resolutely  dealt 
with,  the  next  few  years  will  see  the  sur¬ 
plus  problem,  because  of  its  staggering 


cost  to  increasingly  frustrated  and  im¬ 
patient  taxpayers,  crash  of  its  own 
weight,  carrying  with  it  all  that  is  sound 
and  good  in  the  support  of  agriculture  by 
the  Federal  Government. 

The  most  dramatic  failure  of  all — and 
the  problem  requiring  the  most  urgent 
attention — is  the  wheat  program.  Sur¬ 
plus  wheat  stocks  are  already  2  M>  times 
our  annual  domestic  consumption  for 
food.  By  July  1  of  next  year  these  stocks 
are  expected  to  reach  1.5  billion  bushels 
and  to  involve  an  investment  of  $3.5 
billion  by  the  Federal  Government. 
Wheat  storage,  handling  and  interest 
charges  alone  will  cost  the  American 
taxpayer  close  to  half  a  billion  dollars 
in  the  next  fiscal  year.  Final  proof  of 
the  present  program’s  utter  failure  to 
control  production  lies  in  the  fact  that 
the  last  wheat  crop  was  the  largest  in 
history. 

Because  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is 
required  by  law  to  announce  a  continu¬ 
ation  of  this  thoroughly  discredited  pro¬ 
gram  bifc,the  15th  of  May,  in  January  I 
urgently  recommended  corrective  legis¬ 
lation.  The  deadline  set  by  law  is  now 
only  2  days  away.  No  such  legislation 
has  been  passed. 

I  understand  that  at  this  late  horn-  the 
Congress  has  elected  further  to  postpone 
its  decision  by  briefly  extending  the 
deadline  for  announcing  next  year’s 
wheat  program.  Having  chosen  this 
course,  the  Congress  should  use  this 
added  time  to  enact  realistic  and  con¬ 
structive  legislation  that  Kvill  effectively 
avert  the  impending  disaster  in  wheat. 

I  am  compelled  once  again  to  call  these 
particular  matters  to  the  special  atten¬ 
tion  of  the  Congress  because  the  orderly 
and  efficient  conduct  of  the  people’s  busi¬ 
ness  so  requires.  I  urge  the  Congress  to 
act  expeditiously  in  these  critical  areas. 

Dwight  D.  Eisenhower. 

The  White  House,  May  1) 2, 1959. 


MICHIGAN,  MY  MICHIGAN 

(Mr.  JiABAUT  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House^for  1 
minuSe  and  to  revise  and  extend  Me  re- 
mayxs.) 

r.  RABAUT.  Mr.  Speaker,  May  17-^3 
Michigan  Week.  We  Michigander 
are  proud  of  our  State  52  weeks  in  the' 
year.  However,  because  of  the  many 
natural  resources,  commercial  opportu¬ 
nities,  and  other  advantages  offered  by 
our  State,  Michigan  has  set  aside  one 
special  week  each  year  to  talk  Michigan. 
I  am  glad  to  do  my  part  in  making  the 
assets  of  our  State  more  widely  known 
and  recognized. 

Michigan  is  the  largest  State  east  of 
the  Mississippi. .  The  Upper  Peninsula 
alone  is  equal  in  size  to  Connecticut,  Del¬ 
aware,  Rhode  Island  and  Massachusetts 
combined.  Both  the  Upper  and  Lower 
Peninsula  have  been  richly  endowed  by 
nature,  thus  well  justifying  the  State 
motto,  “If  you  seek  a  pleasant  peninsula, 
look  about  you.” 

Industry,  agriculture  and  the  tourist 
trade  form  the  three  pillars  upon  which 
rests  the  economy  of  Michigan.  During 
World  War  H,  the  magnificent  perform¬ 
ance  of  Michigan’s  automotive  industry 


earned  for  our  State  the  title  “Arsenal  of 
Democracy.” 

Our  State  continues  today  to  be  or 
of  the  foremost  producers  of  military 
vehicular  equipment  and  also  is  in, the 
j  forefront  of  the  vast  new  developments 
fand  rapid  expansion  in  the  manufacture 
I  of  ballistic  missiles — awesome  apd  terri- 

•  ble  weapons  of  the  new  space  jtge. 

The  automotive  industry,  however,  is 
■only  one  among  many  in  yphich  Michi- 
j  gan  is  a  leader.  On  theynasis  of  value 
added  by  manufacture/ Michigan  also 

•  ranks  first  in  boatbuilding,  output  of  in¬ 
ternal  combustion  engines,  mobile  homes, 
steel  springs,  hardware,  industrial  pat¬ 
terns,  special  die/  and  tools  and  con¬ 
veyors.  Michigan  is  also  known  far  and 
wide  as  an  outstanding  producer  of  fur¬ 
niture,  breakfast  foods,  drugs  and  chem¬ 
icals,  sporti/g  and  athletic  goods,  steel, 
chemicals,  salt,  and  paper  products. 

Diversification  of  industry  has  pro¬ 
ceeded/!  t  such  a  pace  that  of  453  indus¬ 
tries  elasisfied  by  the  U.S.  Bureau  of  the 
Cen/us,  Michigan  has  369  or  81  percent 
of,  the  total. 

/  Michigan  boasts  of  many  new  and  up- 
and-coming  fields.  One  of  these  is  the 
production  of  chemicals.  The  value 
added  by  manufacture  in  the  chemical 
industry  is  even  now  in  the  order  of  $600 
million.  More  than  100  chemical  prod¬ 
ucts  and  medicines  are  manufactured  in 
the  State.  The  wealth  of  raw  materials 
available  within  .the  State  should  boost 
Michigan  to  one  of  the  Nation’s  top  pro¬ 
ducers  of  chemicals: 

It  is  said  that  “whatever  a  manufac¬ 
turer  may  need  in  the  way  of  materials, 
it  is  probable  that  he  will  find  them  in 
Michigan.”  A  study  of  a  resources  map 
of  the  State  shows  an  abundance  of  na¬ 
ture’s  bounty. 

Starting  with  the  Upper  Peninsula, 
which  is  part  of  the  greatest  iron  ore- 
producing  region  in  the  world,  the  Lake 
Superior  District,  we  find  a  wealth  of 
iron  ore  deposits,  Michigan’s  most  valu¬ 
able  mineral  product.  These  deposits 
place  Michigan  second  among  all  iron 
ore-producing  States.  Since  1854,  the 
Michigan  mines  have  shipped  a  tonnage 
of  ore  equal  to  the  total  excavation  of 
the  Panama  Canal. 

Between  1860  and  1890,  Michigan  led 
^the  Nation  in  production  of  lumber. 

:ichigan  timber  helped  to  build  America 
ii^the  19th  century.  Although  the  for- 
estsvhave  been  largely  cut  over,  Michigan 
is  still  a  major  lumbering  State.  About 
75  percent  of  the  State’s  commercial 
lumber  Nproduction  is  located  in  the 
Upper  Peninsula.  In  all,  the  State  of 
Michigan  boasts  of  19  million  acres  of 
forests,  yielding  about  a  million  cords 
annually.  It\is  expected  that  Michi¬ 
gan’s  harvest  ol  woods  will  be  increased 
as  the  second  growth  of  timber  develops, 
for  Michigan’s  lumbermen  are  applying 
their  knowledge  of  luodern  conservation 
methods  to  their  operations  to  insure 
maintenance  of  a  continuing  supply  of 
wood. 

Michigan’s  hardwoods  sJte  basic  to  our 
furniture  industry.  Softwoods  under¬ 
write  the  State’s  well-knV'n  paper 
and  pulp  industry. 
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Michigan  is  also  noted  for  its  lime¬ 
stone.  The  most  important  deposits  are 
found  at  \fUpena  and  Presque  Isle. 
These  deposits  are  near  the  shoreline 
and  the  liiSestone  can  be  quarried 
cheaply  and  shipped  by  lake  freighters 
engaged  in  the\ransport  of  iron  ore. 
Limestone  is  used^as  blast  furnace  flux 
in  the  iron  and  steehindustry.  Michigan 
supplies  at  least  one,-third  of  all  the 
American  steel  industry's  demand  for 
fluxstones.  Limestone  is  also  used  for 
chemical  purposes.  \ 

The  State  of  Michigan  isNfirst  in  pro¬ 
duction  of  salt,  gypsum,  andVmarl.  Al¬ 
most  endless  supplies  of  salt  are  found 
in  Michigan,  chiefly  in  the  Low^r  Pen¬ 
insula.  Some  saltbeds  measure  400 
feet  in  thickness.  The  salt  on  tables 
throughout  the  country  probably  conies 
from  Michigan.  At  the  same  time,  car¬ 
loads  upon  carloads  of  salt  are  consume 
by  Michigan’s  chemical  industry. 

The  Lower  Peninsula,  particularly  has 
extensive  quantities  of  sand  and  gravel 
production  in  the  United  States.  Michi¬ 
gan’s  splendid  highways  are  built  of  her 
own  native  materials. 

In  addition  to  industry,  Michigan  is 
a  top-notch  agricultural  State.  Michi¬ 
gan’s  agriculture  brings  in  more  than 
$730  million  each  year.  Both  the  Up¬ 
per  and  Lower  Peninsulas  have  lands 
well  suited  to  diversified  agriculture. 
Dairying  ranks  first  as  an  income  pro¬ 
ducer,  among  all  agricultural  pursuits. 
Dairy  farms  are  operated  in  both  penin¬ 
sulas.  Potato  acreages  are  also  impor¬ 
tant  in  both  northern  and  southern 
Michigan. 

Michigan’s  Lower  Peninsula  raises  97 
percent  of  the  Nation’s  crop  of  Navy 
beans.  Beans  may  be  baked  in  Boston, 
but  they  are  grown  in  Michigan. 

One  of  the  finest  fruit ,  belts  in  the 
United  States  is  located  in  the  western 
part  of  the  State,  along  Lake  Michigan. 
Many  fruits  are  grown  throughout  the 
entire  southern  part  of  the  State.  The 
State’s  commercial  crop  of  apples,  nearly 
12  million  bushels  of  them,  last  year 
put  Michigan  in  third  place  in  apple 
growing.  Peaches,  pears,  and  cultivated 
blueberries  from  Michigan  are  relished 
throughout  the  entire  country. 

Michigan  is  first  in  production  of 
tomatoes  and  cucumbers.  Many  other/ 
vegetables — onions,  snap  beans,  carrot# 
and  celery — are  cultivated  in  Michiga 

In  all,  44  different  fruit  and  vegetable 
crops  are  raised  commercially  in  Michi¬ 
gan. 

The  lakes,  streams,  and  woodlands  of 
Michigan  combine  to  form  the  perfect 
setting  for  vacationers.  Recreation  is 
an  important  “product”  fOr  Michigan. 
The  tourist  and  resort  industry  which 
caters  to  almost  10  million  tourists  a 
year,  brings  in  a  total  armual  revenue  of 
more  than  $650  millions.  Michigan  is 
now  the  Nation’s  fourth  most  popular 
vacation  State.  / 

Many  of  Micftfgan’s  cities  are  nation¬ 
ally  and  internationally  known  for  the 
products  they  make:  Detroit,  Pontiac, 
Flint,  and  /Lansing,  autos  and  parts; 
Battle  Cre^k,  cereals;  Holland,  furnaces; 
Grand  Rapids,  furniture;  Kalamazoo, 


paper  and  drugs;  Midland  and  Wyan¬ 
dotte,  chemicals; 

Alpena,  the  world’s  largest  single 
Portland  cement  plant;  Fremont,  the 
Nation’s  top  producer  of  canned  baby 
foods;  Muskegon,  the  world’s  largest  in¬ 
dependent  grey  iron  casting  foundry,  bil¬ 
liard  table,  and  bov/ling  alley  factory  and 
independent  internal  combustion  engine 
manufacturer;  Grayling,  the  world’s 
largest  producer  of  quality  archery 
equipment ;  Imlay  City,  the  world’s  larg¬ 
est  powdered  milk  plant;  Benton  Har¬ 
bor,  largest  cash-to-grower  regional 
fruit  market  in  the  world.  With  such 
an  abundance  of  resources  and  diversity 
of  commercial  activity  we  are  proud  to 
say  that  Michigan’s  economy  is  gaining 
year  by  year.  Michigan  approaches  the 
seventh  decade  of  the  20th  century  with 
confidence  and  optimism. 

IOVEMENT  OF  DAIRY  PRODUCTS 

[Mr.  MARSHALL  asked  and  was  given 
pensjission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
mar  ksSand  include  extraneous  matter.) 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ai 
introducing  a  bill  today  to  correct  a  da; 
gerous  practice  which  has  arisen  in/ 
movement  ok dairy  products  undey  the 
Agricultural  Tkade  Development  afid  As¬ 
sistance  Act — Public  Law  430.  / 

Since  1957  the  department  of' Agricul¬ 
ture  has  been  subsidizing  th^'  export  of 
nonfat  dry  milk  to  tne  Philippine  Islands 
where  it  is  used  by  spbridiaries  of  Amer¬ 
ican  dairy  firms  to  manufacture  a  filled 
evaporated  milk  which  .is.  sold  in  direct 
competition  with  regular  evaporated  milk 
from  the  United  States.  Srnce  coconut 
oil  in  local  production  is  useckin  manu¬ 
facturing  the  fill^a  evaporatecKmilk,  it 
has  a  price  advantage  in  competition  with 
our  regular  ej 

It  was  not X he  purpose  of  Public  Law 
to  use  subsidized  exports  of  one 
commodity7  to  destroy  the  “market  fc 
commercial  exports  of  another  U.S.' 
commodity. 

On JC lie  contrary,  the  avowed  purpose 
of  the  act  was  to  help  create  new  mar¬ 
kets  for  our  agricultural  commodities  by 
development  and  expansion  of  private 
nannels  of  trade  and  commerce  wher¬ 
ever  possible.  In  my  opinion,  the  cur¬ 
rent  activities  of  the  Department  of  Ag¬ 
riculture  in  the  export  of  dairy  products 
are  in  violation  of  this  purpose. 

The  act  specifically  states  that  pre¬ 
cautions  be  taken  to  “safeguard  usual 
marketings  of  the  United  States  and  to 
assure  that  sales  under  this  act  will  not 
unduly  disrupt  world  prices  of  agricul¬ 
tural  commodities  or  normal  patterns  of 
commercial  trade  with  friendly  coun¬ 
tries.” 

The  importance  of  this  language  is 
readily  apparent.  It  would  be  foolhardy 
to  use  surplus  production  of  one  com¬ 
modity  to  destroy  the  existing  commer¬ 
cial  market  for  another.  Eventually 
such  action  can  only  be  detrimental  to 
all  commodities  and  the  very  purpose  of 
the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and 
Assistance  Act  is  defeated. 

For  many  years,  the  Philippines  have 
represented  an  important  segment  of 


the  regular  export  market  for  America 
dairy  products.  Commercial  exportVof 
United  States  produced  evaporated  /hi Ik 
have  not  been  subsidized.  Now,  /how¬ 
ever,  we  find  the  Department  subsidizing 
the  movement  of  one  ingredienj/of  filled 
milk  which  is  to  be  soljd  in  direct  com¬ 
petition  with  our  regular  .Commercial 
exports.  / 

The  result  should  readily  have  been 
foreseen.  There  is  a  marked  drop  in  our 
normal  export  of  evaporated  milk  to  the 
Philippines.  The  experience  of  this  brief 
2-year  period  points'to  a  steady  decline  in 
evaporated  milk  exports  unless  the  dis¬ 
criminatory  practices  of  the  Department 
are  stopped.  / 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  is  well 
aware  of  the  situation.  A  study  was 
made  in  1958  to  determine  the  impact  of 
filled  mi)k  manufacturing  in  the  Philip¬ 
pines  upon  commercial  export  market¬ 
ings  of  evaporated  milk  from  the  United 
States. 

following  is  a  summary  from  the 
Foreign  Agricultural  Trade  Digest,  pub¬ 
lished  by  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Serv¬ 
ice  of  the  Department  in  November 
1958: 

Dairy  Products — Filled  Evaporated  Milk 
Competing  With  U.S.  Evaporated  Milk  in 

Philippines 

Exports  of  evaporated  milk  amounted  to 
3  million  pounds  in  August  1958  contrasted 
with  20  million  in  August  1957.  Increased 
shipments  in  the  latter  part  of  1957  may 
have  reflected  heavy  forward  buying  by  the 
Philippines,  by  far  this  country’s  most  im¬ 
portant  market  for  evaporated  milk,  in  an¬ 
ticipation  of  possible  exchange  stringency. 
Exports  totaled  62  million  pounds  in 
January-August  1958  compared  with  109  mil¬ 
lion  in  the  corresponding  1957  period. 
Smaller  shipments  this  year  have  reflected 
primarily  the  competition  in  the  Philippines 
from  filled  evaporated  milk  (made  with 
coconut  oil  and  nonfat  dry  milk)  and  also 
the  large  inventory  carried  over  from  1957. 
The  Philippines  Government  discontinued 
automatic  issuance  of  dollar  allocations  for 
evaporated  milk  from  the  latter  part  of  June 
vto  October.  Both  United  States  and  Dutch 
les  have  been  reduced. 

Thus,  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
itself  points  out  that  our  country’s  most 
important  market  for  evaporated  milk 
is  beink  destroyed  by  competition  from 
filled  milk  manufactured  from  subsidized 
exports  oDnonfat  dry  milk. 

As  many 'Members  of  the  House  un¬ 
doubtedly  knW,  the  Filled  Milk  Act  of 
1923  makes  thW  shipment  of  filled  milk 
products  illegal  in  interstate  commerce. 
Thus  we  find  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  aggressively  encouraging  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  produces  which  would  be 
illegal  to  ship  in  our  own  country. 

Expansion  of  the  production  of  filled 
milk  products  in  foreign  si^eas  will,  over 
a  period  of  time,  contribute  to  practi¬ 
cally  complete  elimination  export 
trade  in  natural  dairy  products  for  the 
United  States  and  other  dairy  produc¬ 
ing  countries. 

Surely,  we  ought  not  to  use  a  pro! 
specifically  designed  to  build  commer¬ 
cial  markets  to  destroy  the  regular  mar 
kets  we  already  have.  For  this  reason, k 
I  hope  we  can  give  early  consideration 
to  my  bill  to  end  this  practice.  Mr. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  committee  repor^d  agricultural  appropriation  bill  Fri. ,  May  15. 
Senate  committee  ordered  report ed'whe^t  and  tobacco  price  support  bills,  and  was 
granted  permission  until  Mon, , Jfay  18,\:o  report  the  bills. 


HOUSE 


AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL  FOR  1960.  The  Appropriations  Committee  reported 
this  bill  during  recess. 

Representatives  of  the  Department  agencies  have  be^n  advised  in  detail  of 
the  Comjauttee'  s  actions  on  the  estimates  for  the  Departtqent.  Copies  of  the 
bill  ihd  committee  report  will  be  distributed  directly  t\the  agency  budget 
offices,  as  soon  as  received,  pursuant  to  a  distribution  lfc^t  that  has  been 
worked  out  with  the  Department  agencies.  The  agencies  will  receive  the 
laterial  at  the  same  time  this  office  will  receive  it.  The  material  will  not 
be  distributed  from  this  office.  In  general,  copies  should  be  detained  from 
the  agency  budget  offices  rather  than  from  this  office. 

At  the  end  of  this  Digest  are  a  summary  comparison  of  the  Committee  actions 
with  the  1960  estimates  and  with  anticipated  funds  available  in  1959,\£Excerpts 
ffvom; t h£r  <xw*n'it t ee  repor*  wAU  be  quoted  in  tomorrow's  Digest.) 

2.  WHEAT.  The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  the  Agriculture  Committee  "Met  in  execu¬ 
tive  consideration  of  a  clean  bill  H.  R.  7118,  which  incorporates  the  provisions 
of  H.  R.  6737,  with  respect  to  price  supports  for  wheat  and  for  other  purposes. 
Action  was  deferred  on  this  bill  until  Tuesday,  May  19,  when  the  committee  will 
again  meet  in  executive  session."  p.  D361 
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SENATE 


3.  WHEAT;  TOBACCO.  The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  the  Agriculture  and  Forestry 
Committee  "ordered  favorably  reported  an  original  bill  providing  for  1960-61 
crops  of  wheat »  Price  supports  will  be  at  65  percent  of  parity  to  those  pro¬ 
ducers  planting  80  to  100  percent  of  their  acreage  allotments,  and  80  percent 

„  t?_th°Se  plantlnS  80  percent  or  less  of  their  acreage  allotments.  "Tire 


°r  suppcaL  £u,~  tubacro"1  -(p.  D359) .  At~the  «questTof 
.  1 lender  the  committee  was  granted  permission  until  6  p.  m.  Mon.,  May  18 

to  report  the  tw  bill^  (p.  7394).  *■ 


4\  m  PROGRAM.  Sen.  Morse  urged  the  purchase  of  poultry  and  eggs  for  the  school 
program  and  enactment  of  a  food- stamp  plan  for  distribution  of  suriTlus 
STS,  *nd  inserted  two  articles,  "Uncle  Sara  Has  Recovered  84  Cents  on  Each 


Dol 


ing. 


Spent  on  Farm  Supports"  and  "Falling  Farm  Prices  Stabilize  Cost  of  Li> 
\p.  7411 


E  0NNEL.\sen.  Carlson  inserted  an  address  by  Rocco  C.  Siciliano,  Special  - 

Assistant  t\the  President  for  Personnel  Management,  "The  Challenge  opExecuti^ 

Leadership  mN^overnment ,"  discussing  the  difficulty  of  recruiting  J&e  more 

competent  persohs  for  Federal  service,  and  stating  that  "There  is/strong  evi- 

^  n  T1  Government  does  not  compete  on  equal  tergff  with  private 

attraetW  and  retaining  a  fair  share  of  the  ablest  leaders  that 
this  Nation  produces.\  pp.  7418-20  ' 


6.  FOREIGN  AID.  Sen.  Mansfield  discussed  the  foreign  aid  Pr6gram,  stated  that  "Theta 

re^^nefS"Wltb  ^he  foreig^id  Program  which  is  evident  in  Congress"  is  the 
esult  of  uneasiness  over  tHte  administrative  decadeitae  with  which  foreign  aid 

aid^a^"  aDd  aded  thatXe  is  running  out  ^n^orefgn 

PP  7389-94  SSVer  ItemsNm  foreign  aid^en  to  different  countries. 

sen.  Neuberger  commended  Sen.  Mankield1  s/statement,  and  stated  that  "foreign 
aid  must  be  improved."  pp.  7420-1  ^  7  tnac  roreign 


7‘  ne":dM?!aTi  lnSf“ed  hiS  to  constituents,  "Why  We  have  A  <J 

ficit,  and  an  editorial  discussing'" the  inconsistency  of  the  President  in  his 
approach  to  the  Nation's  fiscal  af/fcirs."  p.  >887  ln  hlS 


8'  P«sol^i  FOfESTRY'  Recelved  a/Sherman  County,  Neb\,  County  Board  of  Supervisor- 
resolution  favoring  enactmenj/of  S.  910,  to  authorial  the  payment  to  local 

LinTd^rallearprope^p.'^z  “*  aSS^Hents  “lth  £°  — 


9.  ADJOURNED  until  Tues.y'May  19.  p.  7421 


ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 


10.  TAXATION, 
of  taxes 
pp.  A409! 


lnSe“ed  excerP£s  from  his  address  discussing\e  effects 
the  economy  and  stressing  the  need  for  a  long-range  tL  pSJcy 
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11.  WAiER  2f)LLUTI0N.  Sen.  Yarborough  inserted  a  inrai  ^  *  "N. 

Joljsfson,  Rep.  Poage  and  himself  for  their  efforts  in^he^0”  COnme“din«  Sen\ 
carry  water  pollution  control  programs,  p.  A4097  Con6ress  £or  legislate 
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Mat  18,  1959. — -Ordered  to  be  printed 
Filed  under  authority  of  the  order  of  the  Senate  of  May  15,  1959 


Mr.  Ellender,  from  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry, 

submitted  the  following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  S.  1968] 

The  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  reported  an  original 
bill  (S.  1968)  to  strengthen  the  wheat  marketing  quota  and  price 
support  program,  with  a  recommendation  that  it  do  pass. 

Short  Explanation 

This  bill,  with  respect  to  the  1960  and  1961  wheat  crops,  would — 

(1)  Provide  price  support  at — 

(i)  65  percent  of  parity  if  the  producer  elects  to  plant  his 
full  allotment, 

(ii)  80  percent  of  parity  if  he  elects  to  plant  not  more  than 
80  percent  of  his  allotment; 

(2)  Impose  penalties  on  the  actual  yield  of  the  excess  acres  (or 
double  the  normal  yield  if  the  actual  yield  is  not  shown) ; 

(3)  Increase  the  marketing  penalty  to  the  basic  support  rate 
applicable  to  those  who  elect  to  plant  their  full  allotment  (65  per¬ 
cent  of  parity) ; 

(4)  Reduce  the  15-acre  exemption  to  12,  and  restrict  it  to 
farms  which  planted  wheat  in  1957,  1958,  or  1959  and^to  pro¬ 
ducers  who  produce  wheat  on  only  one  farm  ; 

(5)  Make  the  200-bushel  exemption  inapplicable; 

(6)  Prohibit  price  support  (A)  outside  the  commercial  area 
and  (B)  if  acreage  allotments  are  not  in  effect;  and 

(7)  Restrict  to  farms  complying  with  their  allotments  the  right 
to  withdraw  wheat  stored  from  a  previous  crop  to  avoid  penalty. 

The  bill  would  also  permanently  repeal  authority  to  support  prices  to 
noncooperators  for  wheat,  cotton,  rice,  peanuts,  or  tobacco. 
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General  Statement 

SUPPLIES  OF  WHEAT 

The  total  supply  of  wheat  in  the  United  States  rose  to  a  new  all-time 
record  of  2,352  million  bushels  for  the  1958-59  marketing  year.  This 
was  an  increase  of  26  percent  over  the  1,871  million  bushel  supply  for 
the  1957-58  marketing  year.  This  substantial  increase  in  supply  was 
a  direct  result  of  the  alltime  record  production  of  1,462  million  bushels 
in  1958.  The  unusually  favorable  weather  conditions  throughout  the 
major  wheat  producing  area  resulted  in  a  yield  of  slightly  over  27 
bushels  per  acre,  the  highest  of  record  and  about  10  bushels  above 
average. 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  estimates  a  total  crop  in  1959  of 
about  1,220  million  bushels,  consisting  of  a  winter  wheat  crop  of  about 
966  million  bushels  and  a  spring  wheat  crop  of  about  254  million 
bushels.  A  crop  of  this  size  would  be  the  fifth  largest  of  record,  13 
percent  above  the  10-year  average  of  1,075  million  bushels,  but  17 
percent  smaller  than  the  all  time  record  established  in  1958. 

Total  disappearance  of  wheat  during  the  1958-59  marketing  year 
is  estimated  by  the  Department  at  1,076  million  bushels,  consisting  of 
domestic  disappearance  of  620  million  bushels  and  exports  of  about 
450  million  bushels.  On  the  basis  of  the  supply  and  estimated  dis¬ 
appearance,  a  carryover  as  of  July  1,  1959,  of  about  1.285  million 
bushels  is  indicated.  This  is  an  increase  of  about  400  million  bushels 
over  the  carryover  of  July  1,  1958. 

COMMODITY  CREDIT  CORPORATION  HOLDINGS  OF  WHEAT 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  estimates  that  as  of  June  30,  1959, 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  will  have  approximately  $3,074 
million  invested  in  1,239  million  bushels  of  wheat.  Of  this  total,  CCC 
will  own  about  1,200  million  bushels  and  will  have  outstanding  loans 
on  about  39  million  bushels. 

An  additional  increase  is  seen  for  June  30,  1960,  when  the  Depart¬ 
ment  estimates  that  CCC  investment  in  wheat  will  rise  to  $3,469 
million,  covering  1,442  million  bushels  of  wheat  (both  owned  and 
under  loan). 

COMMITTEE  STUDY 

Because  of  the  seriousness  of  the  situation  surrounding  wheat,  the 
committee  decided  to  give  priority  to  consideration  of  wheat 
legislation. 

As  soon  as  the  President’s  farm  message  was  received,  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  was  invited  to  appear  before  the  committee  and 
elaborate  on  the  wheat  problem.  Meetings  for  this  purpose  occurred 
on  February  16  and  17.  After  giving  his  views,  he  was  requested 
by  the  committee  to  submit  his  proposal  in  bill  form.  This  was 
received  by  the  committee  on  March  12.  Arrangements  were  im¬ 
mediately  made  for  hearings  which  were  held  during  the  period  March 
20  through  25.  All  major  farm  organizations  and  others  interested 
in  wheat  were  heard.  The  Department  of  Agriculture  officials  also 
testified.  All  appearing  before  the  committee  agreed  that  some 
action  was  necessary,  but  presented  different  and  in  some  cases 
divergent  views  as  to  what  should  be  done  to  reduce  the  pressure  of 
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mounting  wheat  surpluses;  and  it  was  evident  that  no  generally  ac¬ 
ceptable  major  changes  in  the  program  were  possible. 

Following  these  hearings  the  committee  met  in  executive  session 
and  decided  to  hold  further  hearings  on  a  committee  print  which  had 
been  developed  as  a  stopgap  measure  to  correct  generally  recognized 
deficiencies  in  the  current  program.  These  hearings  were  held  on 
April  22.  Again  farm  organizations,  as  well  as  the  Department  of 
Agriculture,  presented  divergent  views  to  the  committee.  Following 
this  hearing,  the  committee  held  numerous  executive  sessions  in  an 
effort  to  develop  a  wheat  bill  which  would  prevent  further  accumu¬ 
lation  of  surpluses  and  be  less  costly  to  the  Government,  but,  at  the 
same  time,  provide  farmers  with  necessary  price  protection. 

Section-by-Section  Analysis 

Except  for  section  3,  the  provisions  of  the  bill  relate  only  to  wheat 
jof  the  1960  and  1961  crops. 

Section  1 

The  first  section  of  the  bill  requires  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to 
offer  each  farm  operator  a  choice  between  (A)  price  support  at  65  per¬ 
cent  of  parity  if  lie  stays  within  his  allotment,  and  (B)  price  support 
at  80  percent  of  parity  if  he  reduces  his  wheat  acreage  to  80  percent 
of  his  allotment  or  less.  (Under  existing  law  the  price  support  level 
is  fixed  by  the  Secretary  at  not  more  than  90  percent  of  parity  and 
not  less  than  a  minimum  fixed  at  some  point  from  75  to  90  percent 
of  parity  on  the  basis  of  supply  and  demand  data.  Reduction  of 
wheat  acreage  below  the  farm  acreage  allotment  is  not  required  by 
existing  law  to  qualify  for  price  support.  Price  support  for  1958  of 
$1.82  per  bushel,  and  the  announced  minimum  price  support  for  1959 
of  $1.81  per  bushel  represent  75  percent  of  parity.)  A  producer 
electing  choice  (B)  would  not  be  eligible  for  any  price  support  on 
wheat  raised  on  the  farm  if  he  should  knowingly  exceed  80  percent  of 
the  farm  acreage  allotment.  A  producer  would  be  required  to  elect 
the  same  choice  with  respect  to  all  farms  operated  by  him,  and  all 
producers  on  such  farms  would  be  bound  by  such  choice.  Choice 
(A)  and  (B)  support  prices  would  be  announced  before  the  planting 
/season  and  could  not  subsequently  be  increased  or  decreased.  No 
price  support  would  be  made  available  if  acreage  allotment  should 
not  be  in  effect,  and  no  price  support  could  be  made  to  noncooperators 
or  to  producers  outside  the  commercial  area.  (Existing  law  provides 
price  support  outside  the  commercial  area  at  75  percent  of  the  level 
applicable  in  the  commercial  area.)  If  marketing  quotas  should  be 
disapproved,  the  support  level  to  cooperators,  complying  with  their 
allotments,  would  be  50  percent  of  parity  as  provided  by  existing  law. 

The  additional  acreage  diverted  from  wheat  production  as  a  result  of 
the  election  of  choice  (B)  would  be  considered  as  wheat  acreage  for  the 
purpose  of  computing  future  State,  county,  and  farm  acreage  allot¬ 
ments.  It  would  be  considered  wheat  acreage  of  normal  production  in 
determining  whether  there  has  been  underplanting  or  underproduction 
which  would  entitle  the  producer  to  withdraw  wheat  of  a  previous 
crop  which  has  been  stored  to  postpone  the  payment  of  penalty. 

Commodity  Credit  Corporation’s  minimum  resale  price  for  wheat 
during  the  marketing  years  beginning  in  1960  and  1961  would  be  105 
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percent  of  75  percent  of  parity  (subject  to  appropriate  adjustments, 
plus  reasonable  carrying  charges).  Section  407  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1949  fixes  the  minimum  resale  price  at  5  percent  above  the  cur¬ 
rent  support  price,  plus  reasonable  carrying  charges.  Since  the  bill 
provides  two  support  levels  for  the  1960  and  1961  crops,  it  also  pro¬ 
vides  that  a  level  between  these  two,  or  75  percent  of  parity,  would 
be  deemed  to  be  the  support  level  for  the  purpose  of  applying  section 
407.  Appropriate  adjustments  would  of  course  be  made  for  location, 
quality,  and  other  factors. 

Section  2  contains  a  number  of  provisions  designed  to  strengthen 
marketing  quotas  by  tightening  up  on  penalties  and  exemptions. 

Subsection  (a) 

Subsections  (a),  (c),  and  (e)  redefined  the  term  “marketing  excess” 
(the  quantity  subject  to  marketing  penalties)  to  make  it — - 

(1)  double  the  normal  production  of  the  excess  acres,  if  the 
producer  does  not  show  his  actual  production,  or 

(2)  the  actual  production  of  the  excess  acres,  if  the  producer 
does  show  his  actual  production. 

At  present  the  marketing  excess  is — 

(A)  the  normal  production  of  the  excess  acres,  if  the  producer 
does  not  show  actual  production,  or 

(B)  the  amount  by  which  the  actual  production  for  the  farm 
exceeds  the  normal  production  of  the  farm  acreage  allotment,  if 
the  producer  does  show  his  actual  production. 

Normal  production  is  computed  on  the  basis  of  10-year  average  yields. 
Since  yields  have  been  increasing,  the  actual  production  of  the  excess 
acres  may  be  considerably  greater  than  the  normal  production  on 
which  the  penalty  is  computed  under  existing  law,  making  allotment 
violation  advantageous  in  some  cases.  On  the  other  hand,  if  the 
production  should  turn  out  to  be  less  than  normal,  the  quantity  sub¬ 
ject  to  penalty  would  be  limited  under  existing  law  to  the  quantity, 
if  any,  produced  in  excess  of  the  normal  production  of  the  farm  acreage 
allotment.  Thus  whether  actual  production  is  above  or  below  normal, 
the  marketing  excess  subject  to  penalty  under  existing  law  is  less  than 
the  actual  yield  of  the  excess  acres.  It  is  the  purpose  of  this  subsec¬ 
tion  to  make  the  quantity  actually  produced  on  the  excess  acres 
subject  to  penalty.  Since  it  may  be  difficult  to  determine  actual  pro¬ 
duction  in  the  absence  of  a  showing  by  the  producer,  the  penalty 
under  the  bill  would  be  double  the  normal  production  in  the  absence 
of  such  a  showing. 

Examples  of  Computation  of  Marketing  Excess  Under  Existing  Law  and 

Under  Bill 

(In  each  example  the  farm  has  an  allotment  of  100  acres  and  a  normal  yield  of 
15  bushels  per  acre  and  plants  120  acres) 

Example  No.  1. — Actual  production  above  normal 

[Actual  yield  22.5  bushels  per  acre] 

Bushel* 


(а)  Normal  production  of  excess  acreage _  300 

(б)  Actual  production  of  excess  acreage -  450 

(c)  Marketing  excess  under  existing  law  (1  times  (a))  (producer  would  not 

show  actual  production  in  this  case) _  300 

( d )  Marketing  excess  under  bill  (2  times  (a))  (in  absence  of  showing  of  „ 

actual  production) _ 600 

( e )  Marketing  excess  under  bill  (1  times  (6))  (if  producer  shows  actual 

production) _  450 
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Example  No.  2. — Actual  production  beloio  normal 
[Actual  yield  10  bushels  per  acre] 

Bushels 


(а)  Normal  production  of  excess  acreage _  300 

(б)  Actual  production  of  excess  acreage _  '  200 

(c)  Actual  production  of  farm  acreage  allotment _ 1  000 

(d)  Actual  production  for  the  farm _ ~  l’ 200 

(e)  Normal  production  of  farm  acreage  allotment _ I_" _ 1,  500 

(/)  Marketing  excess  under  existing  law  ((d)  minus  (e)) _ ’  o 

(g)  Marketing  excess  under  bill  ((d)  minus  (c))  (assuming  that  producer 

would  show  actual  production) _  200 


Subsection  (6) 

Subsection  (b)  increases  the  penalty  rate  from  45  percent  of  parity 
to^the^  choice  A  support  level,  or  65  percent  of  parity. 

Subsection  ( c ) 

See  explanation  of  subsection  (a). 

Subsection  ( d ) 

)  Under  existing  law  farms  planting  not  more  than  15  acres  of  wheat 
are  exempt  from  quotas.  Subsection  (d)  would  reduce  this  exemption 
to  12  acres,  restrict  it  to  farms  on  which  wheat  was  planted  in  1957, 
1958,  or  1959,  and  make  it  applicable  only  if  none  of  the  producers  of 
wheat  on  the  farm  also  produce  wheat  on  another  farm.  This  sub¬ 
section  does  not  in  any  way  affect  the  producer’s  right  to  produce  up 
to  30  acres  for  use  on  the  farm  under  the  feed  wheat  exemption  provi¬ 
sions  of  section  335(f)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938. 
Substantively  this  subsection,  like  the  other  subsections  of  this  section, 
is  applicable  only  to  the  1960  and  1961  crops.  However,  it  also 
permanent^  repeals  some  language  concerning  nonallotment  farms 
which  has  not  been  applicable  for  many  years,  has  no  meaning  in 
connection  with  the  current  program,  and  has  been  a  source  of  con¬ 
fusion. 


Subsection  ( e ) 

See  explanation  of  subsection  (a). 


Subsection  (J) 

Section  326(b)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  which 
js  made  applicable  to  wheat  by  paragraph  (6)  of  Public  Law  74,  77th 
/Congress,  provides  for  the  withdrawal  of  wrheat  stored  from  a  previous 
crop  to  postpone  payment  of  penalty  ’whenever  the  actual  production 
of  the  farm  falls  below  the  normal  production  of  the  farm  acreage 
allotment.  Subsection  (f)  limits  this  privilege  to  farms  complying 
with  their  allotments.  Tliis  change  conforms  to  the  general  purpose 
of  the  section  to  tighten  up  the  quota  law  and  put  penalties  on  an 
actual  yield  basis.  With  penalties  on  an  actual  yiek 
ducer  would  be  subject  to  penalties  on  the  actual  yie’ 
acres  so  long  as  he  had  any  production  at  all,  even  though  his  produc¬ 
tion  might  be  far  below  the  normal  production  of  his  farm  acreage 
allotment.  Since  he  would  be  subject  to  penalties  in  such  case,  it 
would  not  be  appropriate  to  permit  him  to  withdraw  wheat  stored 
from  a  previous  crop.  In  some  areas  producers  consistently  overplant 
their  allotments  and  store  the  excess  to  insure  against  recurring  crop 
failures.  This  change  would  to  a  certain  extent  discourage  that 
practice.  It  would  not  stop  it  entirely,  however,  since  the  producer 
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may  adjust  his  planted  acreage  prior  to  harvest  in  order  to  come 
within  his  allotment. 

Subsection  ( g ) 

Subsection  (g)  makes  the  200-bushel  exemption  provided  by  section 
335(d)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938  inapplicable. 
Section  335(d)  provides  that  a  farm  marketing  quota  shall  not  be 
applicable  to  any  farm  on  which  the  normal  production  of  the  planted 
acreage  is  less  than  200  bushels.  This  exemption  has  not  been  impor¬ 
tant  in  recent  years  because  the  15-acre  exemption  covered  most 
cases  which  would  have  been  covered  by  this  exemption.  Since  the 
bill  makes  the  15-acre  exemption  inapplicable  in  many  cases,  the  bill 
provides  that  the  200-bushel  exemption  shall  be  inapplicable  in  all 
cases. 

Section  3 

Section  3  of  the  bill,  unlike  the  other  provisions  of  the  bill,  would  be 
permanently  applicable  and  would  apply  to  cotton,  rice,  peanuts,  and 
tobacco,  as  well  as  wheat.  Section  3  would  permanently  repeal  thej 
authority  to  make  price  support  available  to  noncooperators  forV 
wheat,  cotton,  peanuts,  rice,  and  tobacco. 

Section  J+ 

This  section  gives  the  bill  a  short  title,  “Wheat  Act  of  1959.” 

Changes  in  Existing  Law 

In  compliance  with  subsection  (4)  of  rule  XXIX  of  the  Standing 
Rules  of  the  Senate,  changes  in  existing  law  made  by  the  bill,  as 
reported,  are  shown  as  follows  (existing  law  proposed  to  be  omitted 
is  enclosed  in  black  brackets,  new  matter  is  printed  in  italics,  existing 
law  in  which  no  change  is  proposed  is  shown  in  roman) : 

AGRICULTURAL  ACT  OF  1949 

TITLE  I— BASIC  AGRICULTURAL  COMMODITIES 

Sec.  101.  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  (hereinafter  called 
the  “Secretary”)  is  authorized  and  directed  to  make  avail¬ 
able  through  loans,  purchases,  or  other  operations,  price 
support  to  cooperators  for  any  crop  of  any  basic  agricultural 
commodity,  if  producers  have  not  disapproved  marketing 
quotas  for  such  crop,  at  a  level  not  in  excess  of  90  per  centum 
of  the  parity  price  of  the  commodity  nor  less  than  the  level 
provided  in  subsections  (a),  (b),  and  (c)  as  follows: 
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(a)  For  tobacco  (except  as  otherwise  provided  herein), 
corn,  and  wheat,  if  the  supply  percentage  as  of  the  beginning 
of  the  marekting  year  is : 

The  level  of  support  shall 
he  not  less  than  the 
following  percentage  of 
the  parity  price: 


Not  more  than  102 _  90 

More  than  102  but  not  more  than  104 _  89 

More  than  104  but  not  more  than  106 _  88 

More  than  106  but  not  more  than  108 _  87 

More  than  108  but  not  more  than  110 _  86 

More  than  110  but  not  more  than  112 _  85 

More  than  112  but  not  more  than  114 _  84 

Morn  than  114  but  not  more  than  116 _  83 

More  than  116  but  not  more  than  118 _  82 

More  than  118  but  not  more  than  120 _  81 

More  than  120  but  not  more  than  122 _  80 

More  than  122  but  not  more  than  124 _  79 

More  than  124  but  not  more  than  126 _  78 

More  than  126  but  not  more  than  128 _  77 

More  than  128  but  not  more  than  130 _  76 

More  than  130 _  75 

*  *  *  *  * 

(d)  Notwithstanding  the  foregoing  provisions  of  this 
section — 

***** 


(3)  the  level  of  price  support  to  cooperators  for  any 
crop  of  a  basic  agricultural  commodity,  except  tobacco, 
for  which  marketing  quotas  have  been  disapproved  by 
producers  shall  be  50  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  of 
such  commodity;  and  no  price  support  shall  be  made 
available  for  any  crop  of  tobacco  for  which  marketing 
quotas  have  been  disapproved  by  producers; 

[(5)  price  support  may  be  made  available  to  non- 
cooperators  at  such  levels,  not  in  excess  of  the  level  of 
price  support  to  cooperators,  as  the  Secretary  determines 
will  facilitate  the  effective  operation  of  the  program.] 
***** 

(The  following  paragraph  would,  in  effect,  be  suspended  for  the 
1960  and  1961  crops.) 

(7)  Where  a  State  is  designated  under  section  335(e) 
of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended, 
as  outside  the  commercial  wheat-producing  area  for  any 
crop  of  wheat,  the  level  of  price  support  for  wheat  to 
cooperators  in  such  State  for  such  crop  of  wheat  shall  be 
75  per  centum  of  the  level  of  price  support  to  cooperators 
in  the  commercial  wheat-producing  area. 


8 


WHEAT  ACT  OF  1959 


Sec.  106.  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  101  of 
this  Act,  for  each  of  the  1960  and  1961  crops  of  wheat  price 
support  shall  be  made  available  as  provided  in  this  section. 
The  Secretary  is  authorized  and  directed  to  offer  the  operator 
of  each  farm  for  which  an  allotment  is  established  under  the 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  a  choice  of— 

(A)  complying  with  the  farm  acreage  allotment  deter¬ 
mined  pursuant  to  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 
1938,  as  amended,  with  price  support  at  65  per  centum  of 
the  parity  price  therefor,  or 

(B)  reducing  the  acreage  of  wheat  below  the  farm  acreage 
allotment  by  not  less  than  20  per  centum  of  such  allotment 
mth  price  support  at  80  per  centum  of  the  pa  rity  price 
therefor. 

To  be  eligible  for  price  support,  producers  who  elect  choice  ( B ) 
must  not  knowingly  exceed  the  wheat  acreage  for  the  farm  appli¬ 
cable  under  such  choice.  Any  person  operating  more  than  one 
farm,  in  order  to  be  eligible  for  choice  ( B ),  must  elect  such  choice 
for  all  farms  for  which  he  is  the  operator.  The  Secretary  shall 
determine  and  announce  the  support  price  for  producers  who 
elect  choice  (A)  and  choice  (B),  respectively,  in  advance  of  the 
planting  season  on  the  basis  of  the  statistics  and  other  informa¬ 
tion  available  at  that  time,  and  such  support  price  shall  be  final. 
As  soon  as  practicable  after  such  announcement,  the  Secretary 
shall  cause  the  operator  (as  shown  on  the  records  of  the  county 
committee)  of  each  farm  for  which  an  allotment  is  established 
under  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended, 
to  be  notified  of  the  alternative  choices  available  to  him.  The 
operator  of  each  farm,  within  the  time  prescribed  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary,  shall  notify  the  county  committee  in  writing  whether  he 
desires  choice  (B)  to  be  effective  for  the  farm.  If  the  operator 
fails  to  so  notify  the  county  committee  within  the  time  prescribed, 
he  shall  be  deemed  to  have  elected  choice  (A) .  The  choice  elected 
by  the  operator  shall  apply  to  all  the  producers  on  the  farm. 
Price  support  under  this  section  shall  be  made  available  only 
if  producers  have  not  disapproved  marketing  quotas  for  the  crop. 
In  case  marketing  quotas  are  disapproved,  price  support  to  co- 
operators  shall  be  as  provided  in  section  101(d)(3).  Whether 
marketing  quotas  are  approved  or  disapproved,  price  support 
shall  be  made  available  only  if  acreage  allotments  under  the 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  are  in  e  ffect 
for  the  crop  and  only  to  cooperators.  No  price  support  for 
wheat  shall  be  made  available  to  producers  outside  the  com¬ 
mercial  wheat-producing  area.  The  acreage  on  any  farm,  which 
is  determined  under  regulations  of  the  Secretary  to  have  been 
diverted  from,  the  production  of  wheat  in  order  to  be  eligible  for 
price  support  as  provided  in  choice  (B)  shall  be  considered  acre¬ 
age  devoted  to  wheat  for  the  purposes  of  establishing  future  State, 
county,  and  farm  acreage  allotments  under  the  Agricultural  Ad¬ 
justment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended.  In  applying  the  provisions 
of  paragraph  (6)  of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Congress 
(7  U.S.C.  1340(6)),  and  section  2(f)  of  the  Wheat  Act  of  1959, 
relating  to  reduction  of  the  storage  amount  of  wheat,  the  acreage 
of  wheat  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  have  been  diverted  in 
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order  to  be  eligible  for  price  support  as  provided  in  choice  ( B ) 
shall  be  regarded  as  wheat  acreage  of  normal  production  on  the 
farm.  For  the  purposes  of  section  407  of  the  Agricultural  Act 
of  I9J+9  the  current  support  price  shall  for  each  of  the  1960  and 
1961  crops  of  wheat  be  deemed  to  be  a  price  determined  on  the 
basis  of  a  level  of  support  of  75  per  centum  of  the  parity  price 
as  of  the  beginning  of  the  marketing  year. 


(The  changes  in  existing  law  shown  from  this  point  on  would  be  effective  only 
for  the  1960  and  1961  crops,  except  as  indicated  by  footnote.  References  in 
existing  law  to  corn  are  no  longer  effective.) 

Public  Law  74,  77th,  Congress 

That  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended  (hereinafter  referred 
to  as  the  Act) — 

(1)  The  farm  marketing  quota  [under  the  Act]  for 
any  crop  of  wheat  shall  be  the  actual  production  of  the 
acreage  planted  to  such  crop  of  wheat  on  the  farm,  less 
the  [normal  production  or  the  actual  production, 
whichever  is  the  smaller,  of  that  acreage  planted  to 
wheat  on  the  farm  which  is  in  excess  of  the  farm  acreage 
allotment  for  wheat]  the  farm  marketing  excess.  [The 
farm  marketing  quota  under  the  Act  for  any  crop  of 
corn  shall  be  the  actual  production  of  the  acreage  planted 
to  corn  on  the  farm,  less  the  normal  production  or  the 
actual  production,  whichever  is  the  smaller,  of  that 
acreage  planted  to  corn  on  the  farm  which  is  in  excess 
of  the  farm  acreage  allotment  for  corn. 

The  normal  production,  or  the  actual  production, 
whichever  is  the  smaller,  of  such  excess  acreage  is  here¬ 
inafter  called  the  “farm  marketing  excess”  of  corn  or 
wheat,  as  the  case  may  be.]  The  farm  marketing  excess 
shall  be  an  amount  equal  to  double  the  normal  yield  of 
wheat  per  acre  established  for  the  farm  multiplied  by  the 
number  of  acres  planted  to  such  crop  of  wheat  on  the  farm 
in  excess  of  the  farm  acreage  allotment  for  such  crop  unless 
the  producer,  in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by 
the  Secretary  and.  within  the  time  prescribed  therein,  estab¬ 
lishes  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Secretary  the  actual  produc¬ 
tion  of  such  crop  of  wheat  on  the  farm.  If  such  actual 
production  is  so  established  the  farm  marketing  excess  shall 
be  such  actual  production  less  the  actual  production  of  the 
farm  wheat  acreage  allotment.  [For  the  purposes  of 
this  resolution,  “actual  production”  of  any  number  of 
acres  of  corn  or  wheat  on  a  farm  means  the  actual  aver¬ 
age  yield  of  corn  or  wheat,  as  the  case  may  be,  for  the 
farm  times  such  number  of  acres.]  Actual  production 
of  the  farm  wheat  acreage  allotment  shall  mean  the  actual 
average  yield  per  harvested  acre  of  wheat  on  the  farm  multi¬ 
plied  by  the  number  of  acres  constituting  the  farm  acreage 
allotment. 
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(In  lieu  of  the  rate  provided  by  the  following  paragraph,  the  rate 
would  be  the  choice  (A)  support  rate  (65  percent  of  parity).) 

(2)  During  any  marketing  year  for  which  quotas  are  in 
effect,  the  producer  shall  be  subject  to  a  penalty  on  the 
farm  marketing  excess  of  corn  and  wheat.  The  rate  of 
the  penalty  on  wdieat  shall  be  45  per  centum  of  the 
parity  price  per  bushel  of  wheat  as  of  May  1  of  the 
calendar  year  in  which  the  crop  is  harvested. 

(3)  The  farm  marketing  excess  for  [corn  and]  wheat 
shall  be  regarded  as  available  for  marketing,  and  the 
penalty  and  the  storage  amount  or  amounts  of  wheat 
to  be  delivered  to  the  Secretary  [of  the  commodity] 
shall  be  computed  upon  double  the  normal  production 
of  the  excess  acreage.  [Where,  upon  the  application 
of  the  producer  for  an  adjustment  of  penalty  or  of  stor¬ 
age,  it  is  shown  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Secretary  that 
the  actual  production  of  the  excess  acreage  is  less  than 
the  normal  production  thereof].  If  the  farm  marketing 
excess  so  computed  is  adjusted  downward  on  the  basis  of 
actual  production,  the  difference  between  the  amount  of 
the  penalty  or  storage  [as]  computed  [upon]  on  the 
basis  of  double  the  normal  production  and  as  computed 
[upon  the  basis  of]  on  actual  production  shall  be  re¬ 
turned  to  or  allowed  the  producer  or  a  corresponding 
adjustment  made  in  the  amount  to  be  delivered  to  the  Secre¬ 
tary  if  the  producer  elects  to  make  such  delivery.  The 
Secretary  shall  issue  regulations  under  which  the  farm 
marketing  excess  of  [the  commodity]  wheat  for  the 
farm  [may]  shall  be  stored  or  delivered  to  him.  Upon 
failure  to  store,  or  deliver  to  the  Secretary,  the  farm 
marketing  excess  within  such  time  as  may  be  determined 
under  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  the 
penalty  computed  as  aforesaid  shall  be  paid  by  the  pro¬ 
ducer.  Any  [corn  or]  wheat  delivered  to  the  Secretary 
hereunder  shall  become  the  property  of  the  United 
States  and  shall  be  disposed  of  by  the  Secretary  for  relief 
purposes  in  the  United  States  or  [in]  foreign  countries 
or  in  such  other  manner  as  he  shall  determine  will  divert 
it  from  the  normal  channels  of  trade  and  commerce. 

(4)  Until  the  producers  on  any  farm  store,  deliver  to 
the  Secretary,  or  pay  the  penalty  on,  the  farm  marketing 
excess  of  any  crop  of  corn  or  wheat,  the  entire  crop  of 
corn  or  wheat,  as  the  case  may  be,  produced  on  the  farm 
shall  be  subject  to  a  lien  in  favor  of  the  United  States  for 
the  amount  of  the  penalty. 

(5)  The  penalty  upon  corn  or  wheat  stored  shall  be 
paid  by  the  producer  at  the  time,  and  to  the  extent,  of 
any  depletion  in  the  amount  of  the  commodity  so  stored, 
except  depletion  resulting  from  some  cause  beyond  the 
control  of  the  producer. 

(6)  Whenever  the  planted  acreage  of  the  then  current 
crop  of  corn  or  wheat  on  any  farm  is  less  than  the  farm 
acreage  allotment  for  such  commodity,  the  total  amount 
of  the  commodity  from  any  previous  crops  required  to 
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be  stored  in  order  to  postpone  or  avoid  payment  of 
penalty  shall  be  reduced  by  that  amount  which  is  equal 
to  the  normal  production  of  the  number  of  acres  by 
which  the  farm  acreage  allotment  exceeds  the  planted 
acreage.  The  provisions  of  section  326  (b)  and  (c)  of  the 
Act  shall  be  applicable  also  to  wheat. 

(7)  A  farm  marketing  quota  on  [corn  OT~\any  crop  of 
wheat  shall  not  be  applicable  to  any  farm  on  which  the 
acreage  planted  to  [the  commodity  is  not  in  excess  of] 
wheat  for  such  crop  does  not  exceed  fifteen  acres:  Provided, 
however,  That  on  farm  marketing  quota  on  the  1960  and 
1961  crops  of  wheat  shall  be  applicable  to — 

O')  any  farm  on  which  the  acreage  of  wheat  exceeds 
12  acres; 

(ii)  any  farm  on  which  any  wheat  is  planted  if  no 
wheat  was  planted  on  such  farm  for  harvest  in  the 
calendar  years  1957 ,  1958,  and  1959;  and 

(Hi)  any  farm  on  which  any  wheat  is  planted  if  any 
of  the  producers  who  share  in  the  wheat  produced  on 
such  farm  share  in  the  wheat  produced  on  any  other 
farm. 

[The  marketing  penalty  on  corn  or  wheat  shall  not  be 
applicable  to  any  farm  which,  under  the  terms  of  the 
then  current  agricultural  conservation  program  formu¬ 
lated  under  sections  7  to  17,  inclusive,  of  the  Soil  Con¬ 
servation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  is  classified  as  a 
nonallotment  farm  if  the  acreage  of  the  commodity  har¬ 
vested  on  such  nonallotment  farm  is  not  in  excess  of 
fifteen  acres  or  the  acreage  allotment  for  the  farm, 
whichever  is  larger.  If  the  acreage  of  the  commodity 
harvested  on  any  such  nonallotment  farm  is  in  excess 
of  fifteen  acres  and  in  excess  of  such  acreage  allotment, 
the  normal  production  or  the  actual  production,  which¬ 
ever  is  the  smaller,  of  the  acreage  harvested  in  excess  of 
fifteen  acres  or  such  acreage  allotment,  whichever  is 
larger,  shall  be  taken  as  the  farm  marketing  excess  and 
shall  be  subject  to  penalty:  Provided,  That  there  shall  be 
no  penalty  on  wheat  harvested  on  any  such  non¬ 
allotment  farm  from  which  no  wheat  is  sold  if  the  acre¬ 
age  of  wheat  harvested  on  such  farm  does  not  exceed 
such  acreage  per  family  living  thereon  as  may  be  used 
for  home  consumption  without  reducing  the  payment 
with  respect  to  the  farm  under  the  then  current  agricul¬ 
tural  conservation  program:  Provided  further ,  That  for 
the  marketing  year  beginning  in  1941,  there  shall  be  no 
marketing  penalty  on  wheat  with  respect  to  any  such 
nonallotment  farm  if  the  acreage  of  wheat  harvested  on 
the  farm  is  not  in  excess  of  the  usual  acreage  determined 
for  the  farm  under  the  1941  agricultural  conservation  pro¬ 
gram  and  the  county  committee  determines,  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  regulations  of  the  Secretary,  that  there  will 
not  be  marketed  an  amount  of  wheat  in  excess  of  the 
1941  farm  marketing  quota.]  1 

1  The  changes  made  in  paragraph  (7)  are  permanent,  but  effect  only  the  1960  and  1961  crops.  The  language 
deleted  Is  no  longer  applicable. 
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(8)  Until  the  farm  marketing  excess  of  corn  or  wheat, 
as  the  case  may  be,  is  stored  or  delivered  to  the  Secretary 
or  the  penalty  thereon  is  paid,  each  bushel  of  the  com¬ 
modity  produced  on  the  farm  which  is  sold  by  the 
producer  to  any  person  within  the  United  States  shall 
be  subject  to  the  penalty  as  specified  in  paragraph  (2) 
of  this  resolution.  Such  penalty  shall  be  paid  by  the 
buyer,  who  may  deduct  an  amount  equivalent  to  the 
penalty  from  the  price  paid  to  the  producer. 

(9)  (Not  applicable  to  wheat.) 

(10)  (Applicable  only  through  the  1946  crop.) 

(11)  The  provisions  of  this  resolution  are  amendatory 
of  and  supplementary  to  the  Act,  and  all  provisions  of 
law  applicable  in  respect  of  marketing  quotas  and  loans 
under  such  Act  as  so  amended  and  supplemented  shall 
be  applicable,  but  nothing  in  this  resolution  shall  be 
construed  to  amend  or  repeal  section  301(b)(6),  323(b), 
or  335(d)  of  the  Act. 

[(12)  Notwithstanding  any  of  the  foregoing  provi¬ 
sions,  the  farm  marketing  excess  for  any  crop  of  wheat 
for  any  farm  shall  not  be  larger  than  the  amount  by 
which  the  actual  production  of  such  crop  of  wheat  on  the 
farm  exceeds  the  normal  production  of  the  farm  wheat- 
acreage  allotment,  if  the  producer  establishes  such  actual 
production  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Secretary.  Where 
a  downward  adjustment  in  the  amount  of  the  farm 
marketing  excess  is  made  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of 
this  paragraph,  the  difference  between  the  amount  of  the 
penalty  or  storage  as  computed  upon  the  farm  marketing 
excess  before  such  adjustment  and  as  computed  upon 
the  adjusted  farm  marketing  excess  shall  be  returned  to 
or  allowed  the  producer.] 

The  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938 

*  *  *  sfc  * 

Sec.  326.  *  *  * 

(b)  [Whenever,  upon  any  farm,]  If  a  farm  is  in  compliance 
with  its  farm  acreage  allotment  for  any  crop  of  wheat  and  the 
actual  production  of  [the  acreage  of  corn]  such  crop  of  wheat 
on  the  farm  is  less  than  the  normal  production  of  the  [market¬ 
ing  percentage  of  the]  farm  wheat  acreage  allotment,  [there 
may  be  marketed,  without  penalty,  from  such  farm  an 
amount  of  corn  from  the  corn  stored  under  seal  pursuant 
to  section  324  which,  together  with  the  actual  production 
of  the  then  current  crop,  will  equal  the  normal  production 
of  the  marketing  percentage  of  the  farm  acreage  allotment.]  2 
;  an  amount  equal  to  the  deficiency  may  be  marketed  without 
penalty  from  wheat  of  previous  crops  stored  by  the  producers  on 
the  farm  to  postpone  the  payment  of  marketing  quota  penalties. 

*  *  *  *  * 


*  This  subsection  was  made  effective  for  wheat  by  paragraph  (6)  o  IPublic  Law  74,  77th  Cong.,  is 
longer  applicable  to  corn. 
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Sec.  335.  *  *  * 

***** 

[(d)  No  farm  marketing  quota  with  respect  to  wheat 
shall  be  applicable  in  any  marketing  year  to  any  farm  on 
which  the  normal  production  of  the  acreage  planted  to  wheat 
of  the  current  crop  is  less  than  two  hundred  bushels.] 

O 
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IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

May  18, 1959 

Reported,  under  authority  of  the  order  of  the  Senate  of  May  15,  1959,  by  Mr. 
Ellender,  from  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry,  and  placed 
on  the  calendar 


A  BILL 

To  strengthen  the  wheat  marketing  quota  and  price  support 

program. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  title  1  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended, 

4  is  amended  by  adding  the  following  new  section: 

5  “Sec.  106.  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section 

6  101  of  this  Act,  for  each  of  the  1960  and  1961  crops  of 

7  wheat  price  support  shall  be  made  available  as  provided  in 

8  this  section.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  and  directed  to 

9  offer  the  operator  of  each  farm  for  which  an  allotment  is 

10  established  under  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938, 

11  as  amended,  a  choice  of — 
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“(A)  complying-  with  the  farm  acreage  allotment 
determined  pursuant  to  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 
of  1938,  as  amended,  with  price  support  at  65  per 
centum  of  the  parity  price  therefor,  or 

“(B)  reducing  the  acreage  of  wheat  below  the  farm 
acreage  allotment  by  not  less  than  20  per  centum  of 
such  allotment  with  price  support  at  80  per  centum 
of  the  parity  price  therefor. 

To  be  eligible  for  price  support,  producers,  who  elect 
choice  (B)  must  not  knowingly  exceed  the  wheat  acreage 
for  the  farm  applicable  under  such  choice.  Any  person 
operating  more  than  one  farm,  in  order  to  he  eligible  for 
choice  (B),  must  elect  such  choice  for  all  farms  for  which 
he  is  the  operator.  The  Secretary  shall  determine  and  an¬ 
nounce  the  support  price  for  producers  who  elect  choice 
(A)  and  choice  (B),  respectively,  in  advance  of  the  plant¬ 
ing  season  on  the  basis  of  the  statistics  and  other  information 
available  at  that  time,  and  such  support  price  shall  be  final. 
As  soon  as  practicable  after  such  announcement,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  shall  cause  the  operator  (as  shown  on  the  records 
of  the  county  committee)  of  each  farm  for  which  an  allot¬ 
ment  is  established  under  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 
of  1938,  as  amended,  to  be  notified  of  the  alternative  choices 
available  to  him.  The  operator  of  each  farm,  within  the 
time  prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  shall  notify  the  county 
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committee  in  writing  whether  he  desires  choice  (B)  to  be 
effective  for  the  farm.  If  the  operator  fails  to  so  notify  the 
county  committee  within  the  time  prescribed,  he  shall  be 
deemed  to  have  elected  choice  (A) .  The  choice  elected  by 
the  operator  shall  apply  to  all  the  producers  on  the  farm. 
Price  support  under  this  section  shall  he  made  available  only 
if  producers  have  not  disapproved  marketing  quotas  for  the 
crop.  In  case  marketing  quotas  are  disapproved,  price 
support  to  cooperators  shall  he  as  provided  in  section 
101(d)  (3).  Whether  marketing  quotas  are  approved  or 
disapproved,  price  support  shall  be  made  available  only  if 
acreage  allotments  under  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 
1938,  as  amended,  are  in  effect  for  the  crop  and  only  to 
cooperators.  No  price  support  for  wheat  shall  be  made 
available  to  producers  outside  the  commercial  wheat-produc¬ 
ing  area.  The  acreage  on  any  farm  which  is  determined 
under  regulations  of  the  Secretary  to  have  been  diverted 
from  the  production  of  wheat  in  order  to  be  eligible  for  price 
support  as  provided  in  choice  (B)  shall  he  considered  acreage 
devoted  to  wheat  for  the  purposes  of  establishing  future  State, 
county,  and  farm  acreage  allotments  under  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended.  In  applying  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  paragraph  (6)  of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh 
Congress  (7  U.S.C.  1340(6)),  and  section  2(f)  of  the 
Wheat  Act  of  1959,  relating  to  reduction  of  the  storage 
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amount  of  wheat,  the  acreage  of  wheat  determined  by  the 

4 

Secretary  to  have  been  diverted  in  order  to  be  eligible  for 
price  support  as  provided  in  choice  (B)  shall  be  regarded 
as  wheat  acreage  of  normal  production  on  the  farm.  For 
the  purposes  of  section  407  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949 
the  current  support  price  shall  for  each  of  the  1960  and  1961 
crops  of  wheat  be  deemed  to  be  a  price  determined  on  the 
basis  of  a  level  of  support  of  75  per  centum  of  the  parity 
price  as  of  the  beginning  of  the  marketing  year.” 

Se!c.  2.  (a)  In  lieu  of  the  provisions  of  item  (1)  of 
Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Congress,  as  amended,  the 
following  provisions  shall  apply  to  the  1960  and  1961  crops 
of  wheat: 

“  ( 1 )  The  farm  marketing  quota  for  any  crop  of  wheat 
shall  be  the  actual  production  of  the  acreage  planted  to  such 
•crop  of  wheat  on  the  farm  less  the  farm  marketing  excess. 
The  farm  marketing  excess  shall  be  an  amount  equal  to 
double  the  normal  yield  of  wheat  per  acre  established  for  the 
farm  multiplied  by  the  number  of  acres  planted  to  such  crop 
of  wheat  on  the  farm  in  excess  of  the  farm  acreage  allotment 
for  such  crop  unless  the  producer,  in  accordance  with  regula¬ 
tions  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  and  within  the  time  pre¬ 
scribed  therein,  establishes  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary  the  actual  production  of  such  crop  of  wheat  on  the 
fann.  If  such  actual  production  is  so  established  the  farm 
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marketing  excess  shall  be  such  actual  production  less  the 

actual  production  of  the  farm  wheat  acreage  allotment. 

* 

Actual  production  of  the  farm  wheat  acreage  allotment 
shall  mean  the  actual  average  yield  per  harvested  acre  of 
wheat  on  the  farm  multiplied  by  the  number  of  acres  con¬ 
stituting  the  farm  acreage  allotment.” 

(b)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  item  (2)  of 
Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Congress,  as  amended  (7 
U.S.C.  1340  (2)  ) ,  the  rate  of  penalty  on  wheat  of  the  1960 
and  1961  crops  shall  be  a  rate  per  bushel  equal  to  the  sup¬ 
port  price  per  bushel  established  for  producers  electing 
choice  (A)  under  section  106  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of 
1949,  as  amended. 

(c)  In  lieu  of  the  provisions  of  item  (3)  of  Public  Law 
74,  Seventy-seventh  Congress,  as  amended,  the  following 
provisions  shall  apply  to  the  1960  and  1961  crops  of  wheat: 

“(3)  The  farm  marketing  excess  for  wheat  shall  be 
regarded  as  available  for  marketing,  and  the  penalty  and  the 
storage  amount  or  amounts  of  wheat  to  he  delivered  to  the 
Secretary  shall  he  computed  upon  double  the  normal  produc¬ 
tion  of  the  excess  acreage.  If  the  farm  marketing  excess 
so  computed  is  adjusted  downward  on  the  basis  of  actual 
production,  the  difference  between  the  amount  of  the  penalty 
or  storage  computed  on  the  basis  of  double  the  normal 
production  and  as  computed  on  actual  production  shall  be 
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returned  to  or  allowed  the  producer  or  a  corresponding 
adjustment  made  in  the  amount  to  be  delivered  to  the  Secre¬ 
tary  if  the  producer  elects  to  make  such  delivery.  The 
Secretary  shall  issue  regulations  under  which  the  farm 
marketing  excess  of  wheat  for  the  farm  shall  be  stored  or 
delivered  to  him.  Upon  failure  to  store,  or  deliver  to  the 
Secretary,  the  farm  marketing  excess  within  such  time  as 
may  be  determined  under  regulations  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary  the  penalty  computed  as  aforesaid  shall  be  paid 
by  the  producer.  Any  wheat  delivered  to  the  Secretary 
hereunder  shall  become  the  property  of  the  United  States 
and  shall  he  disposed  of  by  the  Secretary  for  relief  purposes 
in  the  United  States  or  foreign  countries  or  in  such  other 
manner  as  he  shall  determine  will  divert  it  from  the  normal 
channels  of  trade  and  commerce.” 

(d)  Item  (7)  of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Con¬ 
gress,  as  amended,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(7)  A  farm  marketing  quota  on  any  crop  of  wheat 
shall  not  be  applicable  to  any  farm  on  which  the  acreage 
planted  to  wheat  for  such  crop  does  not  exceed  fifteen  acres : 
Provided,  however ,  That  a  farm  marketing  quota  on  the  1960 
and  1961  crops  of  wheat  shall  be  applicable  to — 

“  (i)  any  farm  on  which  the  acreage  of  wheat  ex¬ 
ceeds  twelve  acres; 

“  (ii)  any  farm  on  which  any  wheat  is  planted  if 
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no  wheat  was  planted  on  such  farm  for  harvest  in  the 
calendar  years  1957,  1958,  and  1959;  and 

“  (iii)  any  farm  on  which  any  wheat  is  planted  if 
any  of  the  producers  who  share  in  the  wheat  produced 
on  such  farm  share  in  the  wheat  produced  on  any  other 
farm.” 

(e)  Item  (12)  of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh 
Congress,  as  amended,  shall  not  he  applicable  to  the  1960 
and  1961  crops  of  wheat. 

(f)  In  lieu  of  the  provisions  of  section  326(b)  of  the 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  the  fol¬ 
lowing  provisions  shall  apply  to  the  1960  and  1961  crops 
of  wheat: 

“(b)  If  a  farm  is  in  compliance  with  its  farm  acreage 
allotment  for  any  crop  of  wheat  and  the  actual  production 
of  such  crop  of  wheat  on  the  farm  is  less  than  the  normal 
production  of  the  farm  wheat  acreage  allotment;  an  amount 
equal  to  the  deficiency  may  he  marketed  without  penalty 
from  wheat  of  previous  crops  stored  by  the  producers  on  the 
farm  to  postpone  the  payment  of  marketing  quota 
penalties.” 

(g)  Section  335(d)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  shall  not  be  applicable  to  the  1960 
and  1961  crops  of  wheat. 
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1  Sec.  3.  Section  101  (cl)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949, 

2  as  amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  paragraph  (5) . 

3  Sec.  4.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Wheat  Act  of 

4  1959”. 
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SEBATE 


A 


HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  committee  reported:  price  support  bill.  Tobacco  price 

support  bill.  House  committee  approved  wheat  price  support  bill.  House  debated 
housing  bill.  Rep.  Broomfield  introduced/ana\discussed  farm  bill.  Rep.  Langen 
urged  full  parity  for  small  grain  farmers.  Rep*  Cooley  urged  defeat  of  proposed 
amendment  to  USDA  appropriation  bill  Limiting  CCG^ loans.  Sen.  Murray  and  other 
ens. ,  and  Reps.  Anderson,  Mont.,  and^ Burdick  introduced  and  Sen,  Murray  discussed 
bill  to  extend  FHA' s  authority  to  m^ke  refinancing  \pans  and  emergency  loans. 

Sen.  Humphrey  introduced  and  discussed  wheat  price  support  bill, 


WHEAT.  Tile  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  reported  ^during  recess,  May  18, 
an  original  bill,  S.  1968,  to  modify  acreage  allotments  and  marketing  quotas 
for  wheat  (S.  Rept.  295) .  p.  7513 

aeKd 


2. 


TOBACCO.  Th^  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  reported  without  amendment 
S,  1901,  yo  modify  price  support  requirements  for  tobacco  (S.  Rept.  297).  P 
7518 


3.  FOREIGN  CURRENCIES.  The  Armed  Services  Committee  reported  with  amendment  H. 
5674^  to  authorize  certain  construction  at  military  installations,  including^ 

^visions  for  the  use  of  foreign  currencies  received  under  Public  Law - _ 

military  housing  (S,  Rept.  296).  p.  7518 


foreign 


5.  RECLAMATION.  Passed  with  amendment  S.  72,  to  authorize  Interior  to  construct 
the  Navajo  Indian  irrigation  project  and  the  initial  stage  of  the  San  Juan- 
Chama  project  as  participating  projects  of  the  Colorado  River  storage  project, 
(pp.  7603-07)  Sens.  Williams,  Del.,  and  Lausche  opposed  passage  of  the  bill, 
contending  c<{iat  this  new  acreage  would  increase  the  production  o y  agricultural 
commodities  a'lready  in  surplus  supply.  (pp.  7605-07) 

Sen.  Moss  expressed  satisfaction  over  the  initiation  of  construction  of  the 
Stanaker  Dam,  Ucah,  and  stated  that  it  "will  provide  supplemental  irrigation 
for  about  14,700  ^cres  of  productive  land  which  is  constantly  threatened  by 
water  shortages."  \>.  7556 


6. 


7. 


ELECTRIFICATION.  Sen. ^Gruening  urged  the  development  of  hydroelectric  power 
facilities  in  Alaska,  a^d  inserted  a  newspaper  editorial  discussing  the  matter, 
p.  7582 


FORESTRY.  Sen.  Cannon  inserted  a  Nev.  Legislature  resolution  opposing  enactmer 
of  legislation  to  establish  wilderness  preservation  areas,  p.  7515 

Sen.  Humphrey  inserted  a  Be\trami  Co.,  Minn.,  /Board  of  Commissioners  reso¬ 
lution  urging  favorable  consideration  of  the  Secretary's  recommendations  on  a 
program  for  the  development  of  th^  national  forests.  p„  7517 


8.  LABOR  STANDARDS.  Received  from  the  Labor  Department  a  proposed  bill  "to  amend 
the  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act  of  1938'^  to  Labor  and  Public  Welfare  Committee, 
p.  7515 


HOUSE, 


9.  SMALL  GRAINS.  Rep.  Langen  stated  that/ farmer^  are  "not  responsible  for  the 
surpluses  of  barley  and  oats"  and  that  imports\of  barley  in  the  last  10  years 
are  greater  than  the  surpluses  in  bnat  period,  while  imports  of  oats  are 
"approximately  equal  to  the  surplus  on  hand  todays/’  and  urged  full  parity  for 
the  small  grain  farmers,  p.  767 


10.  AGRICULTURAL  .APPROPRIATION  BILL/  Rep.  Cooley  urged  ttite  defeat  of  a  proposed 
amendment  to  the  1960  agricultural  appropriation  bill  no  restrict  to  $50,000 
CCC  loans  to  individual  producers,  stating  that  it  would\" destroy  the  farm 
program."  p.  7679 


c 


11.  WHEAT.  The  Agriculture  Committee  "approved  the  provisions  of  H.  R.  7118,  as 

amended,  concerning  price  supports  for  wheat,  and  directed  the  chairman  to  in¬ 
troduce  a  clean  bill  which  will  incorporate  the  language  of  H.  R.  7118  as 
amended."  p.  D371 


12.  ALASKA.  The  Interi6r  and  Insular  Sffairs  Committee  reported  withoutNanendment 
H.  R.  7120,  to  amend  certain  laws  of  the  United  States  in  light  of  the  admis¬ 
sion  of*  Alaska  into  the  Union  (H.  Rept.  369).  p.  7679  v 


13.  FORESTRY.  The/Government  Operations  Committee  reported  with  amendment  S.  U  D, 
to  amend  sec/  204  (b)  of  the  Federal  Property  and  Administrative  Services  ct 
of  1949  to /extend  the  authority  of  the  Administrator  of  GSA  to  pay  direct 
expenses  im  connection  with  the  utilization  of  excess  real  property  and  relat< 
personally  (H.  Rept.  368).  p.  7679 


h.  R.  7246 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

May  19, 1959 

Mr.  Cooley  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture 


A  BILL 

To  amend  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  and  Public 
Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Congress,  as  amended. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  That  title  I  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  is 

4  amended  by  adding  the  following  new  section: 

5  “Sec.  106.  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section 

6  101  of  this  Act,  for  each  of  the  1960  and  1961  crops  of 

7  wheat  price  support  shall  be  made  available  as  provided  in 

8  this  section.  The  support  price  for  each  such  crop  shall  be 

9  90  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  therefor.  Wheat  of  any 
10  such  crop  shall  be  eligible  for  price  support  only  if  ( 1 ) 
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the  farm  on  which  the  wheat  is  produced  is  in  compliance 
with  the  farm  wheat  acreage  allotment  for  such  crop,  and 
(2)  the  total  acreage  on  the  farm  devoted  to  the  production 
of  crops  supported  under  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as 
amended,  which  would  normally  he  harvested  in  the  calendar 
year  in  which  the  wheat  crop  for  which  the  producer  applies 
for  price  support  is  normally  harvested,  does  not  exceed 
the  total  average  annual  acreage  on  the  farm  devoted  to 
the  production  of  such  price  supported  crops  for  harvest  in 
1957  and  1958,  less  an  acreage  equal  to  30  per  centum  of 
the  farm  acreage  allotment  for  the  crop  of  wheat  for  which 
application  for  price  support  is  made  which  would  be  in 
effect  for  the  farm  except  for  the  reduction  thereof  as  pro¬ 
vided  in  section  344(c)  (2)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended:  Provided,  however,  That  a  farm 
shall  be  deemed  in  compliance  with  the  foregoing  require¬ 
ments  for  price  support  for  wheat  if  no  crop  other  than 
wheat  supported  under  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as 
amended,  is  produced  on  the  farm  for  harvest  in  1960  or 
1961,  whichever  is  applicable,  and  the  farm  is  in  compli¬ 
ance  with  the  farm  wheat  acreage  allotment.  In  accord¬ 
ance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  the  acre¬ 
age  of  such  price  supported  crops  for  1957  and  1958  may 
be  adjusted  for  abnormal  weather  conditions,  established 
crop-rotation  practices  for  the  farm,  diversion  under  soil 
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bank  programs,  and  to  reflect  history  acreage  preserved 
under  section  377  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 
1938,  as  amended,  to  the  extent  of  any  unused  allotment 
not  diverted  to  the  production  of  such  price  supported  crops. 
For  the  purposes  of  this  section  a  producer  shall  not  be 
deemed  to  have  exceeded  the  farm  acreage  allotment  or  the 
acreage  of  permitted  price  supported  crops  for  the  farm  un¬ 
less  the  producer  knowingly  exceeded  such  allotment  or 
permitted  acreage.  In  addition,  for  the  1960  or  1961  crops 
of  wheat,  if  the  producers  on  the  farm  meet  the  foregoing 
requirements  for  price  support  and,  in  accordance  with  reg¬ 
ulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  designate  an  acreage 
on  the  farm  equal  to  the  30  per  centum  reduction  in  the 
farm  acreage  allotment  required  under  section  344(c)  (2) 
of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act,  as  amended,  for  the 
particular  crop  of  wheat  and  do  not  produce  any  crop 
thereon  which  is  normally  harvested  in  the  calendar  year 
in  which  the  particular  crop  of  wheat  is  normally  harvested 
and  do  not  graze  such  acreage  during  such  year,  such  pro¬ 
ducers  shall  be  entitled  to  a  wheat  payment  in  kind  from 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  stocks  equal  in  value  to  one- 
third  of  the  average  annual  yield  in  bushels  of  wheat  per 
harvested  acre  on  the  farm  for  the  three  years  immediately 
preceding  the  year  for  which  the  designation  is  made,  ad¬ 
justed  for  abnormal  weather  conditions  and  as  determined 
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under  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  multiplied 
by  the  number  of  designated  acres.  Such  wheat  may  be 
marketed  without  penalty  but  shall  not  be  eligible  for  price 
support.  The  payment  in  kind  shall  be  made  by  the  issu¬ 
ance  of  a  negotiable  certificate  which  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  shall  redeem  in  wheat  equal  in  value  to  the 
value  of  the  certificate.  The  certificate  shall  have  a  value 
equal  to  the  number  of  bushels  determined  as  aforesaid  mul¬ 
tiplied  by  the  basic  county  support  rate  per  bushel  for  num¬ 
ber  one  wheat  of  the  crop  normally  harvested  in  the  year 
for  which  the  acreage  is  designated  and  for  the  county  in 
which  the  designated  acreage  is  located.  The  wheat  re¬ 
deemable  for  such  certificate  shall  be  valued  at  the  market 
price  thereof  as  determined  by  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion.  The  Secretary  shall  provide  by  regulation  for  the 
sharing  of  a  certificate  among  producers  on  the  farm  on  a 
fair  and  equitable  basis.  The  acreage  on  the  farm  which 
would  otherwise  be  eligible  to  be  placed  in  the  conservation 
reserve  program  for  1960  or  1961  shall  be  reduced  by  an 
amount  equal  to  the  required  reduction  of  30  per  centum 
under  section  344  (c)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 
of  1938,  as  amended,  for  the  wheat  crop  of  the  correspond¬ 
ing  year.  Price  support  at  90  per  centum  of  parity  under 
this  section  shall  be  made  available  only  to  cooperators  and 
only  if  producers  have  not  disapproved  marketing  quotas 
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1  for  the  crop.  In  case  marketing  quotas  are  disapproved, 

2  price  support  shall  be  made  available  to  cooperators  and  non- 

3  cooperators  at  50  per  centum  of  parity:  Provided,  however, 

4  That  for  the  purpose  of  section  407  of  the  Agricultural  Act 

5  of  1949,  as  amended,  the  current  support  price  for  wheat 

6  shall  be  determined  on  the  basis  of  a  price  support  level  for 

7  wheat  of  75  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  therefor.” 

8  Sec.  2.  (a)  lu  lieu  of  the  provisions  of  item  (1)  of 

9  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Congress,  as  amended,  the 

10  following  provisions  shall  apply  to  the  1960  and  1961  crops 

11  of  wheat: 

12  “  ( 1)  If  a  national  {marketing  quota  for  wheat  is  in  effect 

13  for  any  marketing  year,  farm  marketing  quotas  shall  be  in 

14  effect  for  the  crop  of  wheat  which  is  normally  harvested  in 

15  the  calendar  /year  in  which  such  marketing  year  begins. 

16  The  farm  marketing  quota  for  any  crop  of  wheat  shall  be 

17  (lie  actual  production  of  the  acreage  planted  to  such  crop  of 

18  wheat  on  the  •farm  less  the  farm  marketing  excess.  The 

19  farm  marketing  excess  shall  he  an  amount  equal  to  double  the 

20  normal  yield  of  wheat  per  acre  established  for  the  farm 

21  multiplied  by  the  /number  of  acres  planted  to  such  crop  of 

22  wheat  on  the  farm  in  excess  of  the  farm  acreage  allotment 

23  for  such  crop  unless  the  producer,  in  accordance  with  regular 

24  tions  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  and  within  the  time  pre-’ 

H.  K.7246 - 2 


6 


1  scribed  therein,  establishes  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Secretary 

2  the  actual  production  of  such  crop  of  wheat  on  the  farm.  If 

3  such  actual  production  is  so  established  the  farm  marketing 

4  excess  shall  be  such  actual  production  less  the  actual  produc- 

5  tion  of  the  farm  wheat  acreage  allotment:  Provided,  how - 

6  ever,  That  the  farm  marketing  excess  shall  be  adjusted  to 

7  zero  if  the  total  actual  production  on  the  farm  does  not 

8  exceed  the  normal  production  of  the  farm  wheat  acreage 

9  allotment.  Actual  production  of  the  farm  wheat  acreage  al- 

10  lotment  shall  mean  the  actual  average  yield  per  harvested 

11  acre  of  wdieat  on  the  farm  multiplied  by  the  number  of  acres 

12  constituting  the  farm  acreage  allotment.  In  determining  the 

13  actual  average  yield  per  harvested  acre  of  wheat  and  the 

14  actual  production  of  wheat  on  the  farm  any  acreage  utilized 

15  for  feed  without  threshing  after  the  wheat  is  headed,  or  avail- 

16  able  for  such  utilization  at  the  time  the  actual  production  is 

17  determined,  shall  be  considered  harvested  acreage  and  the 

18  production  thereof  in  terms  of  grain  shall  be  appraised  in 

19  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  and 

20  such  production  included  in  the  actual  production  of  wheat 

21  on  the  farm.  The  acreage  planted  to  wheat  on  a  farm  shall 

22  include  all  acreage  planted  to  wheat  for  any  purpose  and 

23  self-seeded  (volunteer)  wheat,  but  shall  not  include  any 

24  acreage  that  is  disposed  of  prior  to  harvest  in  accordance 

25  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary.” 
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1  (b)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  item  (2)  of 

2  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Congress,  as  amended  (7 

3  U.S.C.  1340  (2)  ) ,  the  rate  of  penalty  on  wheat  of  the  1960 

4  and  1961  crops  shall  be  65  per  centum  of  the  parity  price 

5  per  bushel  of  wheat  as  of  May  1  of  the  calendar  year  in 

6  which  the  crop  is  harvested. 

7  (c)  In  lieu  of  the  provisions  of  item  (3)  of  Public 

8  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Congress,  as  amended,  the  follow- 

9  ing  provisions  shall  apply  to  the  1960  and  1961  crops  of 

10  wheat  : 

11  “(3)  The  farm  marketing  excess  for  wheat  shall  be 

12  regarded  as  available  for  marketing,  and  the  penalty  and  the 

13  storage  amount  or  amounts  of  wheat  to  be  delivered  to  the 

14  Secretary  shall  be  computed  upon  double  the  normal  produc- 

15  tion  of  the  excess  acreage.  If  the  farm  marketing  excess 

16  so  computed  is  adjusted  downward  on  the  basis  of  actual 

17  production  as  heretofore  provided  the  difference  between  the 

18  amount  of  the  penalty  or  storage  computed  on  the  basis  of 

19  double  the  normal  production  and  as  computed  on  actual 

20  production  shall  be  returned  to  or  allowed  the  producer  or 

21  a  corresponding  adjustment  made  in  the  amount  to  be  de- 

22  livered  to  the  Secretary  if  the  producer  elects  to  make  such 

23  delivery.  The  Secretary  shall  issue  regulations  under  which 

24  the  farm  marketing  excess  of  wheat  for  the  farm  shall  be 

25  stored  or  delivered  to  him.  Upon  failure  to  store,  or  deliver 
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to  the  Secretary,  the  farm  marketing  excess  within  such 
time  as  may  be  determined  under  regulations  prescribed  by 
the  Secretary  the  penalty  computed  as  aforesaid  shall  be 
paid  by  the  producer.  Any  wheat  delivered  to  the  Secre¬ 
tary  hereunder  shall  become  the  property  of  the  United 
States  and  shall  be  disposed  of  by  the  Secretary  for  relief 
purposes  in  the  United  States  or  foreign  countries  or  in  such 
other  manner  as  he  shall  determine  will  divert  it  from  the 
normal  channels  of  trade  and  commerce.” 

(d)  Item  (7)  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Con¬ 
gress,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1340(7))  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows: 

“(7)  A  farm  marketing  quota  on  any  crop  of  wheat 
shall  not  be  applicable  to  any  farm  on  which  the  acreage 
planted  to  wheat  for  such  crop  does  not  exceed  15  acres: 
Provided,  however,  That  a  farm  marketing  quota  on  the 
1960  and  1961  crops  of  wheat  shall  be  applicable  to  any 
farm  on  which  the  acreage  of  wheat  exceeds  the  smaller  of 
(1)  12  acres  or  (2)  the  highest  number  of  acres  planted 
to  wheat  on  the  farm  for  harvest  in  the  calendar  years  1957, 
1958,  or  1959.” 

Sec.  3.  Item  (12)  of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy- 
seventh  Congress,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1340(12)  )  shall 
not  be  applicable  with  respect  to  the  1960  and  1961  crops 
of  wheat. 
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Sec.  4.  The  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended,  is  amended  as  follows: 

(a)  Section  334  is  amended  by  inserting  “(1)”  after 
“(c)”  and  adding  a  new  subparagraph  (2)  following  sub¬ 
paragraph  (c)  (1)  to  read  as  follows : 

“  (2)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  each 
old  or  new  farm  acreage  allotment  for  the  1960  and  1961 
crops  of  wheat  as  determined  on  the  basis  of  a  minimum  na¬ 
tional  acreage  allotment  of  fifty-five  million  acres  shall  be 
reduced  by  30  per  centum.  In  the  event  notices  of  farm 
acreage  allotments  for  the  1960  crop  of  wheat  have  been 
mailed  to  farm  operators  prior  to  the  effective  date  of  this 
subparagraph  (2)  new  notices  showing  the  required  reduc¬ 
tion  shall  be  mailed  to  farm  operators  as  soon  as  practicable.” 

(b)  Section  334  is  further  amended  by  inserting  a  new 
paragraph  (d)  between  paragraphs  (c)  and  (e)  to  read 
as  follows : 

“(d)  For  the  purposes  of  paragraphs  (a)  ,  (b),  and 

(c)  of  this  section  any  farm  on  which  the  farm  marketing 
excess  is  adjusted  to  zero  because  of  underproduction  pur¬ 
suant  to  applicable  provisions  of  law  shall  he  regarded  as  a 
farm  on  which  the  entire  amount  of  the  farm  marketing 
excess  has  been  delivered  to  the  Secretary  or  stored  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  applicable  regulations  to  avoid  or  postpone 
the  payment  of  the  penalty.” 
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(c)  Subsection  (f)  of  section  335  is  amended  by 
striking  out  the  semicolon  at  the  end  of  item  (1)  and  add¬ 
ing  “and  shall  not  apply  to  other  farms  with  respect  to  the 
1960  and  1961  crops;”. 

(A)  Section  336  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“Sec.  336.  Between  the  date  of  issuance  of  any  procla¬ 
mation  of  any  national  marketing  quota  for  wheat  and  July 
25  of  the  year  in  which  the  proclamation  is  made  the  Secre¬ 
tary  shall  conduct  a  referendum  by  secret  ballot  to  determine 
whether  farmers  favor  or  oppose  such  quota.  Farmers  eli¬ 
gible  to  vote  in  such  referendum  shall  be  fanners  who  were 
engaged  in  the  production  of  the  crop  of  wheat  normally 
harvested  in  the  calendar  year  immediately  preceding  the 
calendar  year  in  which  the  referendum  is  held  on  a  farm  that 
was  not  exempted  from  farm  marketing  quotas  on  such  crop 
of  wheat  under  applicable  provisions  of  law.  Any  acreage 
considered  as  being  devoted  to  wheat  in  establishing  future 
allotments  under  applicable  provisions  of  law  shall  be  con¬ 
sidered  as  wheat-producing  acreage  for  the  purpose  of  de¬ 
termining  eligibility  to  vote.  If  the  Secretary  determines 
that  more  than  one-third  of  the  farmers  voting  in  the  referen¬ 
dum  oppose  such  quota  he  shall  prior  to  the  effective  date 
of  such  quota  by  proclamation  suspend  the  operation  of  the 
national  marketing  quotas  with  respect  to  wheat”. 
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1  (e)  Section  362  is  amended  by  deleting  the  second 

2  sentence  thereof. 

3  Sec.  5.  Subsections  (b)  and  (c)  of  section  335  of  the 

4  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  are  here- 

5  by  repealed  and  subsection  (d)  of  said  section  is  repealed 

6  effective  beginning  with  the  1960  crop  of  wheat. 
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SENATE 


HIGHLIGHTS:  House/passed  agricultural  appropriation  bill.  Sen\Capehart  urged 
either  repeal  of/price  support  laws  or  increase  in  price  support  payments.  Senate 
^committee  appointed  subcommittee  to  investigate  CCC  operations.  Seh^te  to  con¬ 
sider  tobaccy  price  support*  bill  today.  Senate  passed  over  consideration  of  wheat 
price  support  bill.  Received  from  President  International  §ugar,.Agroemtsit* 


J CONGEE 

Or  proc 


I0NAL 
DINGS 

INTEREST  fO  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 


4 


OFFICE  OF 
BUDGET  AND  FINANCE 

(For  Department 
Staff  Only) 


CONTENTS 

Agricultural  ->;- 

appropr  rations . 13 

Appropriate 

7,13,19,44 

CCC . V  . 22 

CCC  investigation/^ ....  .2 
Commodity  loans. ...  /Sip ,  21 

Conservation . \l5 

Cotton. 

Economic  report . .  ,lT 

Education.  . . 38 

Eggs . 23 

Electrification. ........  29 

■'T’arm  housing . 22 

Farm  program . ..1,34 

Fats  and  oils . .9 

Flood  protection. ....  16,42 

Foreign  currencies . 7 

Forestry . 14,20,26 

Housing . 22 

Labor  standards . 39 

Lands . .43 

Legislative  program. ....  17 
Marketing. . . 4] 


Natufsl  resources. .  .yf. .  25 

Peanut sVs. . y. . ....  3 

Personal  pf 1 operty; , . .....  35 

Personnel.  /Sw/f . ....  13,35 

Price  supporJ^L  . . . . . 1 

Public  Law/480  X, 7 
Purchasing. ..... , .... 36 

REA. .  .X . X. . , 22 

Recreation . .X.40 

Reorganization . 3^3 

Research . 12,2. 

Rice . 3,30 


Roads . 10,37 

School  lunch. ............  1 

Soil  and 

water  laboratory. .....  12 

Soil  bank . 32 

Stockpile . 1 

Sugar. . . 11 

Tobacco . .3,4,22 

Transportation . 31 

Water  resources . ,16 

Watersheds . 5 

Iheat . 1,3,24,33 


1.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Sen.  Capehart  submitted  and  discussed  amendments  to  S,  1963,  to 
modify  price  supports  and  acreage  allotments  for  wheat.  He  stated  that  his 
amendments  would  repeal  all  price  supports  on  farm  commodities  beginning  Jan.  1, 
1960,  would  freeze  the  surplus  stockpile,  except  for  certain  purposes,  would 
permit  sale  from  the  stockpile  for  export,  for  the  school  lunch  program,  and 
for  grants  to  feed  hungry  people,  and  would  permit  the  President  to  sell  in 
the  domestic  market  anything  from  the  stockpile  at  100  percent  of  parity.  He 
stated  that  "Either  we  must  repeal  the  price  support  laws,  which  my  amendment 
would  do,  or  we  must  go  back  to  90  to  100  percent  of  parity,  because  the  system 
under  which  we  are  operating  will  not  work,"  and  that  "We  cannot  continue  to 


2. 


spend  $5  billion  a  year  on  price  supports,  or  $6^  billion  a  year  to  operate 
the  Department  of  Agriculture,  when  all  that  is  being  accomplished  is  the 
building  up  of  further  surpluses,  without  doing  any  good  for  the  farmers." 

Sen.  Humphrey  criticized  administration  farm  policies,  and  stated  that  Sen. 
Capehart  "has  stated  for  us  quite  clearly  what  he  believes  to  be  the  attitude 
of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  and  the  administration."  Sen.  Capehart  repliei 
that  he  had  not  discussed  his  proposal  with  anyone,  pp.  7761-5 

- - 


CCC  INVESTIGATION.  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  appointed  a  special 
subcommittee  bo  investigate  activities  and  operations  of  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation,  ami  all  activities  related  thereto.  Members  of  ttie  subcommittee 
are  Sens.  Symington,  Chairman,  Humphrey,  Talmadge,  Proxmire,  ,*oung,  N.  Dak., 
and  Williams,  Del\  p.  D374 


3.  WHEAT.  Passed  over,  at  the  request  of  Sen.  Engle,  S.  1968,  to  revise  price 
supports  and  acreage  allotments  for  wheat,  p.  7728 

The  committee  report  on  the  bill  states  that  it  would: 

"(1)  Provide  price  support  at  -- 

"(i)  65  percent  of  parity  if  the  producer  elects  to  plant  his 
full  allotment, 

"(ii)  80  percent  of  parity  if  he  elects  to  plant  not  more  than 
80  percent  of  his  allotment; 

"(2)  Impose  penalties  on  the  actual  yield  of  the  excess  acres  (or 
double  the  normal  yield  if  the  actual  yield  is  not  shown) ; 

"(3)  Increase  the  marketing  penalty  to  the  basic  support  rate  applicable 
to  those  who  elect  to  plant  their  full  allotment  (65  percent  of  pairty) ; 

"(4)  Reduce  the  15-acre  exemption  to  12,  and  restrict  it  to  farms  which 
planted  wheat  in  1957,  1958,'  or  1959  and  to  producers  who  produce  wheat  on 
only  one  farm;  / 

"(5)  Make  the  200-bushel  exemption  inapplicable; 

"(6)  Prohibit  price  support  (A)  outside  the  commercial  area  and  (B)  if 
acreage  allotments  are  not  in  effect;  and 

"(7)  Restrict  to  farms  complying  with  their  allotments  the  right  to 
withdraw  wheat  stored  from  a  previous  crop  to  avoid  penalty. 

"The  bill  would  also  permanently  repeal  authority  to  support  prices  to  non¬ 
cooperators  for  wheat,  cotton,  rice,  peanuts,  or  tobacco." 


d 


a 


4.  TOBACCO.  Passed  over,  at /the  request  of  Sen.  Engle\  S.  1901,  to  modify  price 
supports  for  tobacco.  JSen.  Mansfield  announced  thac\this  bill  will  be  taken 
up  Thurs. ,  May  21.  ppC  7729,  7760-1 


5.  WATERSHEDS.  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  apprc 
watershed  project^:  American  Fork-Dry  Creek,  Utah;  Big 
Tenn. ;  and  Littl^e  Paint  Creek,  Ala.  p.  D374 


red  the  following 
irk,  Iowa;  Jennings, 


6.  APPROPRIATIONS/.  A  subcommittee  of  the  Appropriations  Committee  ordered  re¬ 
ported  with ^Amendment  H.  R.  5676,  the  D.  C.  appropriation  bill\for  1960. 
p.  D374 


7.  FOREIGN  CURRENCIES.  Passed  over,  at  the  request  of  Sen.  Engle,  H.  5674,  to 
authorize  construction  at  military  installations,  including  provisions  for  the 
use  of  foreign  currencies  received  under  Public  Law  480  for  foreign  military 
housing,  p.  7728 


)RGANIZATION.  Passed  over,  on  objection  by  Sen.  Long,  S.  1474,  to  extern 
''the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949  for  two  years,  until  June  1,  1961.  pp.  771X-3 
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9.  AND  OILS,  Passed  without  amendment  H,  R,  147,  to  suspend  temporarily  the 

ta\?n  t^ie  Proce8s^nS  palm  oil,  palm-kernel  oil,  and  fatty  acids,  salts,/  and 
combinations,  or  mixtures  thereof.  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President, 
p.  7714 

10,  ROADS.  Passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  4695,  to  increase  the  period  in' which 
COI^truct*-on  shall  commence  on  rights-of-way  acquired  in  anticipation 

years.  This  bill  will  now  be  Aent  to  the 


of  highway 
President. 


construction  from  5  to  7 
7719 


11.  SUGAR.  ReceivecKfrom  the  President  a  certified  copy  of  the  International  Sugar 

Agreement  of  195X>  dated  at  London,  Dec.  1,  1958,  and  a  report  from  the  State 
Department  explair^ng  the  purposes  and  provisions  of  the  agreement,  p.  7682 

12.  RESEARCH.  Passed  ovei^  at  the  request  of  Sen.  Engle,  S.  (#0,  to  provide  for 

increased  research  on  the  industrial  use  of  agricultural  products,  p.  7702 
Received  a  Nebr.  Legislature  resolution  favoring  enactment  of  legislation 
for  the  establishment  of  soil  and  water  research  l^ooratory  in  the  Great 
Plains  area.  p.  7685 

*a3.  PERSONNEL.  Passed  over,  at  the  request  of  Sen.  Karting,  S.  91  and  H.  R.  4601, 
to  limit  to  cases  involving  thh  national  security  the  prohibition  on  payment 
of  annuities  and  retired  pay  of  federal  employes,  p.  7702 

14.  FORESTRY.  The  "Daily  Digest"  stated  that  th<^  Public  Lands  Subcommittee  of  the 

Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  ordered  reported  to  the  full  committee 
"numerous  bills  pending  on  its  calendar"/after  hearing  testimony  from  repre¬ 
sentatives  from  various  departments,  irt/luding  this  department,  p.  D375 

Received  a  Calif.  Legislature  resolution  urging  Congress  to  withhold  enact¬ 
ment  of  legislation  to  establish  wilderness  areas  until  recommendations  are  re* 
ceived  from  the  National  Outdoor  Re/reatior^Resources  Review  Commission, 
p.  7686 

15.  CONSERVATION.  Received  an  Ill.  legislature  resolution  favoring  establishment 

of  a  Youth  Conservation  Corps  /to  aid  in  the  cons\rvation  of  natural  resources, 
p.  7685 

16.  WATER  RESOURCES.  Passed  without  amendment  S.  300,  toNnrovide  for  the  establish¬ 

ment  of  a  study  commission  for  the  Guadalupe-San  Antonio  River  Basins,  Tex. 
p.  7718 

Sen.  Case,  S.  Dak.  ^inserted  several  items  relating  t6.  costs  for  the  devel¬ 
opment  of  water  resources,  including  a  report  and  proposea\bill  from  the  Budget 


Bureau  to  provide  fpr  the  establishment  of  uniform  cost-shai 
flood  protection  projects,  pp.  7721-8 


Lng  standards  for 


17.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Sen.  Johnson  announced  that  the  Treasury-Pb^t  Office 
appropriation _Joi  1 1  for  1960  will  be  considered  next  week.  p.  76* 

HOUSE 


18.  AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL  FOR  1960.  Passed  with  amendment  this  bi^l, 

H.  R.  7/75.  pp.  7767-8 

Agreed  to,  by  a  vote  of  262  to  165,  a  motion  by  Rep.  Taber  to  recommit\the 
billyro  the  Appropriations  Committee  with  instructions  to  report  it  back  wisfh 
an  Amendment  providing  that  no  part  of  CCC  funds  shall  be  used  to  process  a 
commodity  loan  in  excess  of  $50,000. 

I 
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:er  the  bill's  passage,  Rep.  Cooley  stated  that  if  enacted  into  lav»,  the, 
CCC  loan  limitation  amendment  "would  utterly  and  completely  destroy  the  fai 
prograin\. . ,"  that  the  amendment  would  place  "greater  hardships"  on  tl 
family  farrrJer  than  the  large  farmer,  and  that  it  would  apply  to  agricultural 
cooperative sas  well ,  and  inserted  a  letter  from  the  Secretary  su{m0rting  ex¬ 
emption  of  coop&j^atives  in  considering  such  amendments.  Rep.  MipKel  commended 
the  House  action  cha  the  Taber  amendment  and  stated  that  "the  Language  ...  will 
undoubtedly  be  refinb^l  in  the  other  body  to  exempt  farmer  cpoperatives, 
pp.  7807-8,  7823 


19. 


APPROPRIATIONS.  Passed,  294\to  128,  H.  R.  7007,  the^fational  Aeronautics  and 
Space  Administration  appropriation  bill.  pp.  776#-7,  7812 

The  Appropriation  Committee  wqs  given  consent  to  have  until  midnight 
Thursday  to  file  a  report  on  the  Dspartment^/of  State,  Justice,  and  Judiciary 
appropriation  bill.  p.  7766 


20.  FORESTRY.  Rep.  McGovern  urged  passaged ofNa  reforestation  resolution,  under 
which  the  Secretaries  of  Agricultyn'e  and  Interior,  beginning  July  1,  1960, 
would  "plant  48  million  idle  at^nonproductivfe^acres."  pp.  7815-6 


21. 


COMMODITY  LOANS.  Rep.  Curti^,  Mo.,  inserted  the  li 
ceiving  the  largest  amouffts  in  commodity  loans,  pp. 


list  of  the  producers  re\j 
?808-12 


22.  HOUSING.  Debated  Sy^57 y  the  housing  bill  which  includes  iNprovision  for  farm 
housing  research*  By  a  vote  of  149  to  145,  adopted  a  serieSvof  amendments  to 
change  the  meptfod  of  financing  from  the  "backdoor"  method  or  TSnsasury  authori¬ 
zations  to .direct  Congressional  appropriations.  In  the  debate  on  these  amend¬ 
ments,  Rpp.  Rains  stated  that  their  acceptance  would  "set  a  patterh^  and 
emphasised  the  possible  effect  of  similar  provisions  on  CCC,  REA,  aiuktobacco 
programs,  pp.  7768-7807 


^ORGANIZATION.  H.  R.  5140,  as  reported  by  the  Government  Operations  Commitb^e 
(see  Digest  79),  provides  for  extension  of  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949  for 
two  years,  until  June  1,  1961. 


24.  WHEAT.  The  Agriculture  Committee  has  issued  a  release  describing  the  commit¬ 
tee's  wheat  bill  (H.  R.  7246)  as  follows: 


0 


"The  major  provisions  are: 

"(1)  A  2-year  bill  applicable  to  the  1960  and  1961  crops,  which: 

"(2)  Reduces  the  15-acre  exemption  to  12  acres,  or  the  highest  planted 
acreage  ih  1957,  1958,  or  1959,  and  permanently  repeals  the  200  bushel  ex¬ 
emption,  which  is  now  inoperative. 

'(3)  Removes  the  ceiling  of  30  acres  on  the  wheat -for- feed  exemption,  and 
allows  unlimited  production  for  on-the-farm  use. 

"(4)  Leaves  the  National  minimum  allotment  at  55  million  acres. 

"(5)  Provides  price  supports  at  907.  of  parity,  but  requires  producers  to 
reduce  their  acreage  allotments  by  307..  This  land  in  the  307.  reduction  is  not 
eligible  for  the  Soil  Bank  or  for  planting  to  any  crop  subject  to  price  sup¬ 
port  under  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949. 

"(6)  Farmers  who  grow  no  crops  and  who  do  not  graze  the  land  in  the  307. 
reduction  are  eligible  to  receive  payments  in  kind  in  wheat  on  one-third  of 
the  actual  annual  average  production  during  the  preceding  3  years. 

"(7)  For  the  two  years  the  bill  is  in  effect  it  increases  the  present 
penalty  for  overplanting  to  65%  of  parity,  and  bases  computations  on  double 
the  normal  yield  or  the  actual  yield,  whichever  is  lower. 
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"(8)  Provides  automatic  history  preservation. 

'*(9)  Requires  that  all  producers,  non-cooperators  and  cooperators,  will 
be  eligible  for  price  support  at  507,  of  parity,  if  marketing  quotas  are  dis¬ 
approved. 

"(10)  If  marketing  quotas  are  disapproved,  CCC  could  not  release  present 
surplus  wheat  stocks  for  less  than  70.75%  of  parity  plus  reasonable  carrying 
charges. 

"(11)  Bases  voting  eligibility  for  marketing  quota  referendums  on  the  prev¬ 
ious  year's  planting  rather  than  on  the  announced  intention  of  planting  for 
the  present  year. 

"The  amendments  adopted  by  the  Full  Committee  were: 

"1.  To  adopt  language  which  clarifies  the  intent  of  the  Committee  that  no 
price  supported  crop  could  be  grown  on  tb.e  acreage  taken  out  of  wheat  produc¬ 
tion.  Farmers  who  wish  to  completely  retire  the  land  in  the  307o  reduction  by 
not  growing  any  crop  or  not  grazing  it,  would  receive  payments  in  kind  on 
wheat  of  one-third  the  annual  actual  average  production  during  the  preceding 
3  years. 

"2.  The  land  in  the  307,  reduction  would  be  eligible  for  the  Conservation 
, Reserve  of  the  Soil  Bank. 

"3.  If  marketing  quotas  were  disapproved  in  the  regular  referendum  the 
Secretary  would  be  required  to  provide  price  support  at  507,  of  parity  to  all 
producers  (cooperators  and  non- cooperators) .  If  marketing  quotas  are  dis¬ 
approved,  the  present  surplus  of  wheat  could  not  be  relased  by  CCC  for  less 
than  75%  of  parity  plus  5%  plus  reasonable  carrying  charges." 


ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 

N^SJJRAL  RESOURCES.  Sen.  Magnuson  inserted  Sen.  Symington's  address  descriM^ 
theN^rue  worth  of  the  investment  made  in  the  development  of  our  natural  re¬ 
source^  pp.  A4211-2 

26.  FORESTRY.  E^ension  of  remarks  of  Sen.  Wiley  commending  and  ins^t1:ing  an 

article,  "A  Prb5u.se  For  the  Future, "and  stating  that  it  is  a^thought-provoking 
article  on  the  v^Sye  of  forest  and  forest  products  to  America."  pp.  A4217-8 

27.  ECONOMIC  REPORT.  Rep.  2Snrtis,  Mo.,  inserted  an  editorial,  "Congressional  Study 

--  Views  on  Report's  Implications  That  May  Come  Bjxdb  to  Haunt  Authors,"  com¬ 


menting  on  the  Jt.  Economic 
Report,  pp.  A4219-20 


jmmittee's  report ydn  the  President's  Economic 


28.  EGGS.  Sen.  Neuberger  inserted  an  edil 
pp.  A4221-2 


Lai,  "Plight  of  the  Egg  Producer." 


29.  ELECTRIFICATION.  Sen.  Magnusop'lnserted  SeuNlumphrey'  s  address  stressing  the 
ever  increasing  need  for  development  of  electrlbc  power,  pp.  A4223-4 

Extension  of  remarks,^!  Rep.  Johnson,  Wis. ,  stbfing  that  the  Wis.  Electric 
Co-op  recently  adopterfa  series  of  resolutions  on  vaiTL^us  REA  and  cooperative 
proposals  to  be  considered  by  Congress  and  inserting  tnege  resolutions, 
pp.  A4261-2 


30.  RICE.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Thompson  stating  that  "I  woulsd  like  to  re¬ 
fer  the^fnembership  of  the  House  to  the  factual  story  of  some  of  tne^benef its 
that^San  be  derived  from  rice  --  other  than  that  of  helping  the  rice ''farming 
ij*dustry,"  and  inserting  an  article,  "Fight  Rice  With  Rice."  pp.  A422<£- 

TRANSFORTATION.  Rep.  McCormack  inserted  Hon.  Anthony  F.  Arpaia's,  ICC,  addrej 
discussing  the  over-all  transportation  system,  pp.  A4225-8 
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32,\SOIL  BANK.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Dingell  commending  the  ’’remarkable 
•ecord  of  accomplishment"  of  the  conservation  reserve  program,  pp.  A423/-3 


33.  WHEAT.  Rep.  Brock  commended  and  inserted  an  analysis  of  pending  wheat yiegis- 
lation  prepared  by  Carl  F.  Wilkins,  pp.  A4241-2 

Exfcyension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Broomfield  inserting  a  series  of  articles 
on  the  Surplus  wheat  problem  and  stating  that  the  articles  "point  >out  the 
waste  ank  the  speculation  which  is  taking  place  with  the  hardreaj?ned  money 
of  our  taxpayers,  waste  which  must  be  stopped."  pp.  A4260-1 


34.  FARM  PROGRAM.  \Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Alger  stating  that/  "I  am  among 

those  who  believe  there  is  throughout  this  country  a  strong  grassroots  support 
of  Mr.  Benson' s>flexible  policies  as  opposed  to  the  higher' rigid  support  pro¬ 
grams  which  has  gotten  us  in  the  present  agricultural  difficulty,"  and  insert¬ 
ing  an  article,  "Gaining  Supporters  --  Benson  Unyielding,  Says  Farm  Controls 
Must  Go."  pp.  A4263V4 


BILLS  INTRODUCED 


PERSONNEL.  S.  2020,  by  Sei\  Beall,  to  provide  foi/ the  defense  of  suits  against  ] 
employees  of  the  government \of  the  District  of  Columbia  arising  out  of  their 
operation  of  vehicles  in  the\cope  of  their  enjployment ;  to  District  of 
Columbia  Committee. 

H.  R.  7266,  by  Rep.  Burke,  K\,  to  provide  annuities  payable  from  the  civil 
service  retirement  and  disabilityVfund  in  ^additional  cases  for  certain  widows  / 
and  widowers  by  reducing  the  required  period  of  marriage  from  5  years  to  2 
years;  to  Post  Office  and  Civil  Ser^ce /Committee. 

H.  R.  7268,  by  Rep.  Celler,  to  proWde  for  the  settlement  of  claims  of 
military  personnel  and  civilian  employees  of  the  Federal  Government  for  damage 
to,  or  loss,  destruction,  capture,  a/r  abandonment  of,  personal  property  occur¬ 
ring  incident  to  their  service;  to/Judiciary  Committee. 

H.  R.  7271,  by  Rep.  Holtzman,^o  amend  tne  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act  to 
liberalize  the  standard  for  determining  the  earning  capacity  of  disability 
annuitants  and  to  permit  the  r/estoration  of  disability  annuities  in  certain 
cases;  to  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committ< 
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PURCHASING.  H.  R.  7272,  by/Rep.  Pelly,  to  extend  tfte  provisions  of  the  so-« 
called  Davis-Bacon  Act  tycertain  contracts  to  provide  services;  to  Education 
and  Labor  Committee. 


37.  ROADS.  H.  R.  7288,  bV'Rep.  Becker,  H.  R.  7292,  by  Rep.  Pillion,  and  H.  R. 

7293,  by  Rep.  Riehlnfan,  to  amend  section  209  of  the  Highway  Revenue  Act  of 
1956  to  provide  for  an  apportionment  of  not  less  than  $1,400,  million  annually 
for  the  National  /System  0f  Interstate  and  Defense  Highways;  ttq  Ways  and  Means 
Committee. 


38.  EDUCATION.  Hy  R.  7289,  by  Rep.  Green,  Ore.,  to  promote  the  welfarS  of  the 
people  by  authorizing  the  appropriation  of  funds  to  assist  the  Stares  and 
Territories  in  the  further  development  of  their  programs  of  general  university 
extension'  education;  to  Education  and  Labor  Committee. 


39.  LABOR  STANDARDS.  H.  R.  7291,  by  Rep.  Kasem,  to  amend  the  Fair  Labor  Standards 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  to  provide  coverage  for  employees  of  large  enter-'1 
Pr;ij?®s  engaged  in  retail  trade  or  service  and  of  other  employers  engaged  in', 
activities  affecting  commerce,  to  increase  the  minimum  wage  under  the  act  of 
$X.  25  an  hour;  to  Education  and  Labor  Committee. 
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IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 
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Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENTS 

(IN  THE  NATURE  OF  A  SUBSTITUTE) 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Capeiiart  to  the  bill  (S.  1968) 
to  strengthen  the  wheat  marketing  quota  and  price  support 
programs,  viz:  Strike  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  following : 

1  That  (a)  notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law, 

2  no  agricultural  commodities,  title  to  which  has  been  or  is 

3  hereafter  acquired  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation, 

4  shall  be  sold  or  otherwise  disposed  of,  except  as  provided  in 

5  subsection  (b). 

6  (b)  Commodities  referred  to  in  subsection  (a)  may  be 

7  disposed  of,  in  accordance  with  directions  of  the  President, 

8  as  follows : 

9  (1)  Donation,  sale,  or  other  disposition  for  disaster  or 
10  other  relief  purposes  outside  the  United  States  pursuant  to 
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and  subject  to  the  limitations  of  title  II  of  the  Agricultural 
Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954; 

(2)  Sale  or  barter  (including  barter  for  strategic  mate¬ 
rials)  to  develop  new  or  expanded  markets  for  American 
agricultural  commodities,  including  but  not  limited  to  dis¬ 
position  pursuant  to  and  subject  to  the  limitations  of  title  I 
of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act 
of  1954; 

(3)  Donation  to  school-lunch  programs; 

(4)  Transfer  to  the  national  stockpile  established  pur¬ 
suant  to  the  Act  of  June  7,  1939,  as  amended  (50  TJ.S.C. 
98— 98h) ,  without  reimbursement  from  funds  appropriated 
for  the  purposes  of  that  Act; 

(5)  Donation,  sale,  or  other  disposition  for  research, 
experimental,  or  educational  purposes; 

(6)  Sale  for  new  or  byproduct  uses; 

(7)  Donation,  sale,  or  other  disposition  for  disaster  re¬ 
lief  purposes  in  the  United  States  or  to  meet  any  national 
emergency  declared  by  the  President; 

(8)  Sales  at  not  less  than  the  current  parity  price  for 
such  commodity,  plus  reasonable  carrying  charges,  whenever 
the  President  determines  that  because  of  a  shortage  of  the 
commodity  such  sale  is  necessary  to  prevent  hardship; 

(9)  Donations  to  penal  and  correctional  institutions  in 
accordance  with  section  210  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1956; 
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(10)  Sales  for  export; 

(11)  Dispositions  authorized  by  section  416  of  the, 
Agricultural  Act  of  1949;  and 

(12)  Sales  for  the  purpose  of  rotating  stocks  or  con¬ 
solidating  inventories,  any  such  sale  to  he  offset  by  purchase 
of  the  same  commodity  in  a  substantially  equivalent  quantity 
or  of  a  substantially  equivalent  value. 

(c)  Strategic  materials  acquired  by  the  commodity 
Credit  Corporation  under  paragraph  (2)  of  subsection  (b) 
shall  be  transferred  to  the  national  stockpile  established  pur¬ 
suant  to  the  Act  of  June  7,  1939,  as  amended,  or  to  the 
supplemental  stockpile  established  by  section  104(b)  of  the 
Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954, 
and  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  shall  be  reimbursed 
for  the  value  of  the  commodities  bartered  for  such  strategic 
materials  from  funds  appropriated  pursuant  to  section  8  of 
such  Act  of  June  7,  1939,  as  amended.  For  the  purpose  of 
such  reimbursement,  the  value  of  any  commodity  so  bar¬ 
tered  shall  be  the  lower  of  the  domestic  market  price  or  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation’s  investment  therein  as  of 
the  date  of  such  barter,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture.  In  order  to  make  payment  to  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  for  any  commodities  so  transferred  to 
the  national  stockpile  or  the  supplemental  stockpile,  there 
are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  amounts  equal  to 
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the  value  of  any  commodities  so  transferred.  The  value  of 
any  commodity  so  transferred,  for  the  purpose  of  this  section, 
shall  be  the  lower  of  the  domestic  market  price  or  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation’s  investment  therein  as  of  the 
date  of  transfer  to  the  stockpile,  as  determined  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture. 

Sec.  2.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provisions  of  law, 
all  provisions  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938, 
as  amended,  and  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended, 
relating  to  acreage  allotments,  marketing  quotas,  and  price 
supports  for  any  agricultural  commodity  shall  be  ineffective 
with  respect  to  the  1960  and  subsequent  crops  of  such  com¬ 
modities  ;  hut  any  right,  claim,  or  action  which  accrued  under 
any  such  provisions  with  respect  to  any  crop  prior  to  the 
1960  crop  shall  not  be  affected. 

Amend  the  title  so  as  to  read:  “A  bill  to  provide  for  a 
new  farm  program.” 
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rs  and  Recommendations  of  Various 
dmmissions  Regarding  the  Need  for  Uni¬ 
form  Cost-Sharing  Policies  With  Par¬ 
ticular  Reference  to  Flood  Control 

“TaskSForce  Report  on  Natural  Resources,” 
prepared  \or  the  Commission  on  Organiza¬ 
tion  of  the 'Executive  Branch  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  January  1949  (First  Hoover  Commis¬ 
sion)  : 

“When  the  Federal  Government  first  as¬ 
sumed  definite  responsibility  for  flood  pro¬ 
tection  in  1936,  costs  were  to  be  shared  by  the 
States  and  localities  benefited,  largely 
through  the  contribution  of  lands  and 
rights-of-way.  Removal  of  this  condition 
in  1938  with  respect  to  reservoir  projects  has 
had  the  effect  not  only  ofc  making  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  assume  100  percent  of  the 
costs  of  these  flood-control  projects,  but  has 
removed  one  of  the  most  effective  restraints 
on  the  undertaking  of  projects\of  doubtful 
feasibility.  States  and  localitiesv.  were  cer¬ 
tain  to  scrutinize  proposed  projects  with 
great  care  when  they  had  to  bear  atsignifi- 
cant  share  of  the  cost,  but  are  inclmed  to 
ask  fewer  questions  when  the  Federal'Gov- 
ernment  supplies  all' the  funds”  (p.  21)' 

"The  existence  of  a  number  of  survey  ahd 
development  agencies  has  encouraged  tin 
perpetuation  of  special-purpose  policies  and 
has  accentuated  statutory  inconsistencies. 
Varying  administrative  standards  of  feasi¬ 
bility,  benefit-cost  evaluation,  and  cost  al¬ 
location  have  added  to  the  confusion  in  these 
areas.  Interagency  rivalry  has  fostered  a 
sort  of  Gresham’s  law  with  respect  to  Fed¬ 
eral  financial  policies,  the  tendency  being  for 
higher  standards  of  repayment  by  State, 
local,  and  private  beneficiaries  to  be  replaced 
by  lower”  (p.  23) . 

“Although  the  committee  is  not  prepared 
to  make  specific  recommendations,  it  be¬ 
lieves  that  the  most  pressing  need  for  statu¬ 
tory  revision  has  to  do  with  financial  policy; 
As  a  general  principle,  costs  should  be  re¬ 
paid  as  far  as  practicable  by  the  beneficiaries, 
more  so  than  at  present.  Federal  contribu¬ 
tions  should  be  limited  to  amounts  propor¬ 
tionate  to  the  estimated  national  benefits  in¬ 
volved.  State  and  local  contributions  should 
be  required  where  practicable  as  a  regular 
policy  on  all  projects  where  localized  bene¬ 
fits  demonstrably  exist”  (p.  28). 

“A  Water  Policy  for  the.  American  Peo¬ 
ple,”  the  report  of  the  President’s  Water 
Resources  Policy  Commission,  1950  (Cooke 
Commission)  : 

“This  proposed  reformulation  of  water  re¬ 
sources  policy  is  constructed  on  a  simple 
framework  -of  principles.^  These  ex¬ 
press:  *  *  *  The  necessity  for  a  system  of  re¬ 
payment  designed  to  treat  alike  all  who  en¬ 
joy  the  advantages  of  Federal  investmenl 
This  will  seek  reasonable  repayment,  eit/r 
through  direct  charge  or  assessment,  for /he 
opportunity  which  water  resources  programs 
offer  for  private  gain,  but  will  recognise  that 
the  great  contributions  of  such  programs  to 
the  general  welfare  warrant  the  assumption 
by  the  Federal  Government  of  th/remainder 
of  the  cost”  (p.  9) . 

“Congress,  in  drafting  nev/legislation  or 
amending  existing  legislation,  should  pro¬ 
vide  for  a  uniform  natior/  reimbursement 
policy  and  specify  the/ principles  to  be 
applied. 

“Reimbursement  pr/edure  should  aim,  as 
far  as  possible,  to  r/over  a  reasonable  por¬ 
tion  of  the  benefit/ccruing  from  public  ex¬ 
penditures  for  w/er  resources  development. 
This  should  prc/de  for  charges  for  benefits 
where  they  ca/be  collected,  and  agreements 
with  interest/tates  under  which  they  would 
utilize  the/  powers  of  taxation  or  assess¬ 
ment  to  /sure  reimbursement  to  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Go/nment  for  primary  and  secondary 
benefit/  not  susceptible  direct  collection’* 
(P-1/ 

“/om  the  foregoing  discussion,  it  should 
b c/clear  that  the  Nation  has  no  consistent 


reimbursement  policy  in  relaiton  to  water 
resources  development.  In  general,  this  sit¬ 
uation  has  developed  out  of  piecemeal  leg¬ 
islation  and  administrative  decisions  dealing 
with  single  projects  or  with  single  functions 
'within  river  basins.  This  procedure  has 
given  rise  to  serio(us  inequities  and  incon¬ 
sistencies  in  reimbursement  policy.' 

“In  the  case  of  local  flood  control  work^, 
the  local  communities  directly  affected 
should  assume  an  appropriate  share  of  the 
cost,  which  could  be  apportioned  on  the 
basis  of  property  values  either  by  general 
taxation  or  by  special  assessment. 

“In  the  case-  of  extensive  flood  control 
works,  involving  large-scale  upstream  storage 
and  land  management  programs,  the  States 
should  establish  special  districts  with  the 
adequate  powers  to  assume  an  appropriate 
share  of  the  cost  of  providing  prqtection 
against  floods”  (p.  85) . 

“Missouri:  Land  and  Water,”  report  of  the 
Missouri  Basin  Survey  Commission,  1953 
(Lawrence  Commission)  : 

“Greater  local  financial  responsibility: 
The  general  trend  toward  lower  reimburse¬ 
ment  requirements  should  be  reversed.  The 
problem  is  nationwide  and  application  in  any 
basin  should  obviously  be  conditioned  on 
revisions  being  incorporated  in  national 
ilicy.  Specifically,  the  Commission  rec- 
imends  that  consideration  be  given  to: 

Sfa)  A  general  revision  in  national  polio 
for 'the  division  of  financial  responsibility 
between  Federal,  State,  and  local  grout/;  in 
order  to  obtain  higher  contributions  /ward 
costs  by-beneficiaries,  more  systematic  cost¬ 
sharing  requirements  for-  the  var/us  pur¬ 
poses,  and  greater  interest  and  wi/ngness  to 
assume  responsibility  by  groups/immediate¬ 
ly  affected.  \  / 

“(b)  Provisions  in  nation/ policy  for  as¬ 
signing  charges  and  assessments  to  specified 
beneficiaries  in  acbprdanc/ with  the  follow¬ 
ing  general  principle 

“Flood  control :  Prirfl/y  beneficiaries,  com¬ 
munities,  and  areas  drypctly  concerned,  in¬ 
cluding  States,  sho/ld  be  assigned  assess¬ 
ments  up  to  the  v/ue  of  benefits,  subject  to 
reliable  identifi/tion  an'((  measurement, 
with  allowance  for  incentivesS^nd  repayment 
ability”  (pp.  US-16). 

Local  contribution  to  resource  develop¬ 
ment:  Sta/ and  local  interests  could  bear  a 
greater  s/re  of  the  costs  of  projects  from 
which  b/nefits  accrue  to  them.  Thikis  par-, 
ticulai/  true  for  flood  control  and  naviga¬ 
tion  /rojects  which  for  the  most  park  are 
cha/ed  off  as  nonreimbursable,  with  \lie 
fit  that  the  Federal  Government  is  bea\- 
ig  almost  the  entire  cost. 

“However,  the  entire  cast  of  major  projects 
should  not  be  borne  by  local  groups,  despite 
the  fact  that  the  large  share  of  benefits  from 
these  projects  accrue  to  local  interests.  It 
would  be  impossible  for  the  local  govern¬ 
mental  or  private  bodies  to  finance  the  en¬ 
tire,  or  perhaps  even  the  major  share  of  the 
costs  of  such  projects.  Nevertheless,  the 
Commission  is  convinced  that  contribqtion 
or  repayment  policies  are  in  need  of  revision 
i  in  order  to  lessen  the  burden  on  the  Nation 
“-as  a  whole  and  to  stimulate  the  local  groups 
within  the  basin  to  shoulder  a  larger  portion 
of  the  financial  burden.  The  Commission 
has  continually  encountered  the  demand 
that  State  and  local  governments  be  given  a 
greater  share  in  the  determination  and  ad¬ 
ministration  of  the  basin  program,  and  it 
believes  that  this  demand  must  be  accom¬ 
panied  by  an  explicit  willingness  to  combine 
administrative  responsibility  with  financial 
suppcirt”  (p.  16) . 

“Cost-sharing  policy  should  promote: 
Greater  consistency  in  the  cost-sharing  re¬ 
quirements  for  the  various  resource  develop¬ 
ment  programs.  Some  of  the  variations  in 
current  practice  cannot  be  Justified  in  terms 
of  any  systematic  set  of  principles”  (p.  234). 

“Water  Resources  Policy,”  a  report  by  the 
Presidential  Advisory  Committee  on  Water 


Resources  Policy,  1955  (summary  and  majo/ 
conclusions) : 

“It  is  believed  that  the  principle  of  eq<lal 
contribution  for  equal  benefits  recjnved 
should  be  applied  to  the  beneficiarie/of  all 
Federal  water  resources  developme/ts,  al¬ 
though  it  is  recognized  that  histori/ally,  the 
programs  of  the  Federal  agencie/have  dif¬ 
fered  widely  as  to  the  contribution  required 
from  the  beneficiaries  of  syfch  projects” 
(p.  3). 

“Identifiable  beneficiarie/  should  pay  an 
appropriate  share  of  the / cost  of  projects. 
The  Committee  believe/ that  in  most  in¬ 
stances,  direct  idei/fiable  beneficiaries 
should  pay  a  larger  sl/re  of  the  cost  for  ben¬ 
efits  received  than  /ey  now  do. 

“Responsibility  /or  bearing  the  cost  of 
maintenance  anc y  operation  of  Federal  proj¬ 
ects  and  for  tine ir  management  should  be 
turned  over  tar  non-Federal  interests  as  soon 
as  it  is  sou/ly  feasible  in  consideration  of 
the  Federa/investment. 

“All  Fc/eral  agencies  should  use  a  uniform 
approac/1  to  cost  sharing  so  that  the  division 
of  cos/  between  the  Federal  Government  and 
non-Federal  interests  for  any  particular  proj¬ 
ect/would  be  the  same  regardless  of  the 
agency  undertaking  the  project”  (p.  30). 

“The  Committee  recommends,  as  a  general 
'policy,  that  all  interstate  participate  in  the 
cost  of  projects  in  accordance  with  the  meas¬ 
ure  of  their  benefits,  and  that  the  Federal 
Government  assume  the  cost  of  that  part  of 
projects  where  the  benefits  are  widely  dis¬ 
persed  and  represent  substantial  contribu¬ 
tions  to  the  general  economic  growth  of  the 
country  or  region,  or  to  the  national  de¬ 
fense.  The  division  of  costs  between  Federal 
and  non-Federal  entities  should  be  equitably 
determined  on  the  basis  of  the  degree  and 
character  of  the  respective  interests,  and 
the  ability  to  identify  direct  beneficiaries. 
There  the  project  is  primarily  of  a  local  char¬ 
acter,  and  where  beneficiaries  are  readily 
identifiable,  the  Federal  Government’s  con¬ 
tribution  should  be  limited,  with  the  non- 
Federal  interests  bearing  a  substantial  por¬ 
tion  of  the  construction  costs  of  the  project 
as  well  as  the  replacement,  maintenance, 
and  operation  costs.  In  cases  where  proj¬ 
ects  supply  or  safeguard  national  needs,  or 
where  there  are  other  special  compelling  con¬ 
siderations,  the  Federal  Government  may 
bear  a  larger  portion  of  the  cost  if  found  in 
each  case  to  be  justified  and  consistent  with 
criteria  established  by  the  Coordinator  of 
Water  Resources”  (p.  31). 

Task  Force  Report  on  Water  Resources  and 
Power  to  Commission  on  Organization  of  the 
Executive  Branch  of  the  Government,  June 
1955  (second  Hoover  Commission)  : 

“It  is  recommended,  to  assure  that  the 
Federal  payment  of  project  costs  is  kept 
witHin  reasonable  bounds,  and  that  non- 
Federal  beneficiaries  pay  or  repay  costs  com¬ 
mensurate  with  their  benefits — 

“Thatythe  Congress  enact  legislation  to 
establish\ost  distribution  principles,  which 
‘cohesive  ahd  clearly  identifiable  groups  re¬ 
ceiving  substantial  benefits’  will  be  required 
to  observe  as  \  prerequisite  of  Federal  parti¬ 
cipation  in  reclamation  projects;  to  require 
that  the  appropriate  Federal  agency  report 
on  conformance  ol  local  groups  in  recom¬ 
mending  projects  tls^  the  Congress:  and  to 
include  the  following  requirements  in  the 
principles : 

“(a)  That  the  benefit,  expected  to  result 
from  any  project  be  subdi^ded  as  follows: 

“1.  those  accruing  to  groups  of  cohesive 
and  clearly  identifiable  recipi/ts  of  substan¬ 
tial  benefits. 

“2.  all  benefits  not  assigns  &£  to  such 
groups. 

“(b)  That  the  allocated  capitalVcost  be 
distributed  in  proportion  to  the  bene 
signed.  * 

“(c)  That  financially  responsible  govern¬ 
mental  or  quasi-governmentRl  agencies  rep- 
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resentiW  the  groups  of  cohesive  and  clearly 
identifiable  recipients  of  substantial  benefits 
be  requiretl,  as  a  condition  of  Federal  par¬ 
ticipation,  to  bind  themselves  to  pay  at  least 
50  percent  6f  the  cost  prorated  to  them 
under  (b)  above  with  interest. 

“(d)  That  the  Federal  Government  as¬ 
sume  all  other  eqsts  not  assumed  by  such 
groups. 

“(e)  That,  in  geheral,  non-Federal  agen¬ 
cies  assume  the  full'most  of  operation  and 
maintenance”  (pp.  98  £>9) . 

“Sharing  of  cost  by  non-Federal  interests: 
A  fair  share  of  the  cost  of 'any  project  which 
the  Federal  Government  either  constructs, 
or  contributes  to,  should  become  by  those 
to  whom  substantial  benefitsWcrue.  This 
will  reduce  the  drain  upon  the  Federal 
Treasury.  But  it  will  do  threeNeven  more 
important  things:  It  will  constitute  insur¬ 
ance  that  the  local  interests  are  reajly  con¬ 
vinced  of  the  soundness  of  the  projects;  it 
will  result  in  a  more  equitable  distribution 
of  costs,  and;  it  will  preserve  the  self-respect 
of  the  beneficiaries.  \ 

“All  of  the  Commissions  and  other  group!! 
which  have  given  mature  consideration  to' 
water-resources  development  hive  supported 
the  principle  that  beneficiaries  should  bear 
an  equitable  share  of  costs. 

“Nevertheless,  present  laws  are  not,  in 
general,  in  accord  with  this  principle” 
(p.  758), 

Comments  and  Recommendations  Regarding 
Reimbursement  for  Navigation  Improve¬ 
ments 

Task  Force  Report  on  Natural  Resources, 
prepared  for  the  Commission  on  Organiza¬ 
tion  of  the  Executive  Branch  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  January  1949  (first  Hoover  Commis¬ 
sion)  : 

“Under  present  methods  of  developing 
flood  control  and  navigation  works,  the  im¬ 
mediate  beneficiaries  often  do  not  have  to 
pay  directly  any  significant  part  of  the  cost. 
Their  only  contribution  is  through  general 
taxation.  Indeed,  they  are  encouraged  by 
this  policy  to  promote  costly  projects  which 
cost  them  nothing.  Such  subsidy  of  private 
individuals  from  the  public  treasury  is  at 
best  unjust.  Its  greatest  evil,  however,  arises 
from  the  removal  of  any  sort  of  economic 
measure  of  value  in  terms  of  willingness  to 
pay.  It  seems  reasonable  to  assume  that  if 
the  direct  beneficiaries  refuse  to  pay  any 
part  of  the  project  costs,  the  economic 
soundness  of  the  project  must  indeed  be 
questionable”  (p.  87). 

“A  Water  Policy  for  the  American  People,” 
the  Report  of  the  President’s  Water  Re¬ 
sources  Policy  Commission,  1950  (Cooke 
Commission)  : 

“Reimbursement  for  various  types  of  bene¬ 
fits  from  water  resources  programs  should  be 
determined  in  accordance  with  the  following 
principles:  *  *  *  (c)  for  navigation  it  should 
be  determined  in  connection  with  a  genera, 
program  for  putting  charges  for  all  forms  pt 
transportation  on  a  cost  basis,  includmg 
interest”  (pp.  12-13) 

“Decisions  as  to  user  charges,  or  to/s,  for 
waterway  commerce  should  be  worked  out 
as  a  part  of  the  whole  problem  of  reconciling 
and  making  workable  a  coordinated  trans¬ 
portation  system.  But  with  i/tes  for  all 
forms  of  transportation  based  Zn  full  costs, 
an  interconnected  system  of  inodern  water¬ 
ways,  coordinated  with  land/transportation, 
should  be  able  to  sustain/ itself  with  tolls 
based  on  full  costs  and  y)61d  returns  on  the 
public  investment  while/contributing  to  the 
most  economic  use  of  t/e  Nation’s  resources’ 

(p.  16). 

“Greater  local  financial  responsibility:  The 
general  trend  toward  lower  reimbursement 
requirements  should  be  reversed.  The  prob¬ 
lem  is  nationwide,  and  application  in  any 
basin  should  obviously  be  conditioned  on  re¬ 


visions  being  incorporated  in  national  policy. 
Specifically,  the  Commission  recommends 
that  consideration  be  given  to: 

•  *  *  *  • 

“(b)  Provisions  in  national  policy  for  as¬ 
signing  charges  and  assessments  to  specified 
beneficiaries  in  accordance  with  the  follow¬ 
ing  general  principles: 

*  *  •  *  *  * 
“Navigation:  An  assignment  should  be 
made  to  waterway  users  and,  through  agree¬ 
ment,  to  States  and  communities  to  the  ex¬ 
tent  of  their  benefits,  after  allowance  for  in¬ 
centives.  Such  assignments  may  partly  be 
met  by  toll  charges,  if  and  when  feasible” 
(pp.  15-16). 

“Water  Resources  Policy,”  a  report  by  the 
Presidential  Advisory  Committee  on  Water 
Resources  Policy,  1955.” 

“Navigation:  Serious  consideration  should 
be  given  to  Repayment  of  a  portion  of  the 
costs  of  new  navigation  projects,  particular¬ 
ly  those  which  will  create  navigability  where 
none  now  exists,  by  the  institution  of  user 
charges.  Although  it  would  appear  logical, 
in  the  interest  of  a  completely  uniform  policy 
s^as  to  the  participation  of  beneficiaries  in  the 
xpsts  of  water  resources  developments,  that 
uSer  charges  should  be  instituted  which 
would  at  least  bear  the  cost  of  operation  and 
maintenance  of  such  navigation  facilities,  it 
must  Toe  recognized  that  the  subject  of  user 
charges\involves  not  only  water  policy  but 
also  the \whole  field  of  transportation,  in¬ 
cluding  rruuiy  other  mediums.  Therefore, 
is  a  more  appropriate  subject  for  a  survey  of 
the  entire  field  of  transportation  than/one 
of  water  poliCyVlone”  (p.  32)  / 

Task  Force  Report  on  Water  Resources  and 
Power  to  Commission  on-Organizat/n  of  the 
Executive  Branch  of  the  Government,  June 
1955  (Second  HoovA,  Commission)  : 

“It  is  recommendedV  to  help  establish  a 
consistent  national  water  policy,  to  increase 
local  responsibility,  and  to  fix  the  limits  of 
Federal  activities  in  the /Hevelojiment  and 
conservation  of  water  resources  and  power. 

“That  the  Congress  enact  legislation  to  di¬ 
rect  the  appropriate  Federal  agency  or  agen¬ 
cies  to  apply  the  principles  of  national  trans¬ 
portation  policy,  as  expressed  in  themreamble 
of  the  Transportation  Act  of  194(K  to  the 
construction,  operation,  and  maintenance  of 
navigation  faculties.  j 

“That  the  /Congress  enact  legislatiorK  to 
establish  a  /ystem  of  user  charges  relate 
to  the  inla/d  and  intracoastal  waterways,  thl 
Great  Lajtes  and  connecting  channels,  and 
seacoast/n  arbors  and  channels  of  the  United 
States/  For  projects  now  in  operation,  such 
charges  should  cover  all  costs  of  maintenance 
and/operation  by  whatever  agency  incurred. 
("For  future  projects  (including  future  capi- 
11  expenditures  for  projects  now  in  opera¬ 
tion)  ,  the  charges  should  cover  all  Federal 
costs,  i.e.,  maintenance,  operation,  and  capi¬ 
tal  costs.  All  such  charges  should  apply  to 
regions,  or  system,  rather  than  to  individual 
projects,  so  as  to  avoid  discrimination”  (p. 
101). 

“Water  Resources  and  Power,”  report  of 
Commission  on  Organization  of  the  Execu¬ 
tive  Branch  of  the  Government,  June  30,  1955., 
(Second  Hoover  Commission) : 
“Recommendation  No.  8: 

“That  Congress  authorize  a  user  charge  on 
inland  waterways  except  for  smaller  pleasure 
craft,  sufficient  to  cover  maintenance  and 
operation,  and  authorize  the  Interstate  Com¬ 
merce  Commission  to  fix  such  charges”  (p. 
85). 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
Is  open  to  amendment.  If  there  be  no 
amendment  to  be  proposed,  the  question 
is  on  the  engrossment  and  third  reading 
of  the  bill. 


The  bill  (S.  962)  was  ordered  to  be, 
engrossed  for  a  third  reading,  read  tl' 
third  time,  and  passed,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  HousA  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  the 
modification  of  the  Gulf  IntracoastaMVater- 
way-Channel  to  Port  Mansfield,  /Texas,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  An  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendatlons/of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  contained  in  Seiyfte  Document 
11,  of  the  Eighty -sixth  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $3,431,000. 

Sec.  2.  There  are  hereby" authorized  to  be 
appropriated  Such  sums  /s  may  be  necessary 
to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  Act. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
next  measure  on/the  calendar  will  be 
stated. 

MODIFICATION  OF  PROJECT  FOR 

KAHULUT  HARBOR  ISLAND  OF 

MAUI, /HAWAII 

The  Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the 
bill  (S:  1632)  authorizing  the  modifica¬ 
tion /Of  the  existing  project  for  Kahului 
Ha/nor,  island  of  Maui,  Hawaii,  which 
h/a  been  reported  from  the  Committee 
Public  Works  with  amendments  on 
'page  1,  line  3,  after  the  word  “for”,  to 
strike  out  “Kahuli”  and  insert  “Ka¬ 
hului”,  and  in  line  8,  after  the  word  “of”, 
to  strike  out  “$964,800?’  and  insert 
“$944,500  to  the  United  States  for  con¬ 
struction”,  so  as  to  make  the  bill  read: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  the 
modification  of  the  existing  project  for 
Kahului  Harbor,  island  of  Maui,  Hawaii,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  contained  in  House  Document 
Numbered  109,  'of  the  Eighty-sixth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $944,500  to  the  United 
States  for  construction. 

-  Sec.  20.  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary 
to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  Act. 

y 

The  amendments  were  agreed  to. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
for  a  third  reading,  read  the  third  time, 
and  passed.  v  . 

The  title  was  amended,  so  as  to  read: 
bill  authorizing  the  modification  of 
the  existing  project  for  Kahului  Harbor, 
Jslafrd  of  Maui,  Hawaii.” 


BILLS  PASSED  OVER 

The.  bill  (S.  1968)  to  strengthen  the 
wheat  marketing  quota  and  price  support 
program  was  announced  as  next  in  order. 
f  Mr.  ENGLE.  Mr.  President,  by  request 
2  ask  that  the  bill  be  passed  over. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
foill  be  na-ypd  ovpy - - - - — 

»  The  bill  (H.R.  5674)  to  authorize  cer¬ 

tain  construction  aNmilitary  installa¬ 
tions,  and  for  other  purposes,  was  an¬ 
nounced  as  next  in  orde 

Mr.  ENGLE,  Mr.  President,  I  ask  that 
all  the  itejns  from  No.  284\o  the  end  of 
the  calendar  be  passed  over> 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICERT.\  The  bills 
will  be  passed  over. 

The  bills  passed  over  are  as  folldws: 

H.R.  5674.  A  bill  to  authorize  certain\ 
struction  at  military  installations,  and\for 
other  purposes. 
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July  28\l945,  to  stabilize  and  protect 
the  lev«l  of  support  for  tobacco. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to\he  request  of  the  Senator 
from  MontanX? 

There  being  110  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  corXider  the  bill. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  for 
the  information  ofSsenators,  I  wish  to 
state,  after  consultation  with  the  minor¬ 
ity  leader,  that  the  tobacco  bill  having 
been  made  the  pending^business,  no  ac¬ 
tion  will  be  taken,  and  debate  will  begin 
tomorrow  as  soon  after  'the  morning 
hour  as  possible.  There  \vill  be  no 
further  votes  today. 

NATIONAL  AND  PROVINCIAL 

HEALTH  PROGRAMS  IN  \aN- 

ADA 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  Mr.  President 
frequently  we  focus  our  attention  man? 
thousands  of  miles  away  and  forget 
what  is  taking  place  just  north  of  us, 
in  the  land  of  our  closest  neighbor,  Can¬ 
ada.  The  Oregon  Daily  Statesman  of 
Salem,  for  May  15,  1959,  published  a 
most  comprehensive  and  informative 
editorial  about  the  health  program  now 
underway  under  the  joint  auspices  of 
the  Canadian  National  Government  and 
the  governments  of  6  out  of  the  10  Prov¬ 
inces  of  Canada.  Because  this  editorial 
provides  so  much  information  which 
has  not  been  published  widely  elsewhere 
in  the  United  States,  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  it  be  included  in  the  body 
of  the  Record.  I  might  add  that  the 
editor  and  publisher  of  the  Oregon 
Daily  Statesman  is  Charles  A.  Sprague, 
distinguished  journalist  and  a  former 
outstanding  Governor  of  the  State  of 
Oregon.  The  editorial  is  especially  time¬ 
ly  because  the  Senate  today  has  passed 
Senate  Joint  Resolution  41,  providing 
for  International  Health  and  Research 
under  the  NIH. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  editorial 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Recoi 
as  follows: 

CAnada’s  Health  Program 

Canada,  In  Its  own  way  keeps yfnoving 
along  as  a  welfare  state.  Many  oi/ne  prov¬ 
inces,  perhaps  all,  have  universal  old  age 
grants  and  subventions  for  births.  Now  all 
but  one  have  an  insurance  ^system  which 
covers,  or  will  when  put  into'operation,  hos¬ 
pitalization  including  w^rd  accommoda¬ 
tions,  nursing,  drugs,  Xvrays,  surgical  sup¬ 
plies  and  use  of  operating  room.  Quebec  is 
the  holdout.  The/ Canadian  provinces 
haven’t  gone  as  far  are  Britain  for  full  social¬ 
ized  medicine — services  of  physicians  and 
surgeons  are  not  Covered  under  the  plan  as  in 
the  mother  country. 

The  financing  is  contributory  by  the  pub¬ 
lic  except  An.  Newfoundland  and  British 
Columbia^where  individuals  are  not  assessed. 
In  6  of /the  10  provinces  participation  in 
hospital  insurance  is  compulsory.  Ontario’s 
plan/is  partly  voluntary  but  93  percent  of 
the/population  are  enrolled.  There  the  fee 
is/$2.10  per  indivdual  per  month  and  $4.20 
5er  family.  These  payments  cover  about  a 
r  third  of  the  cost.  The  remaining  two-thirds 
are  shared  50-50  by  the  province  and  the 
federal  government.  The  hospital  program 
was  launched  by  five  provinces  July  1,  1958. 
Its  spread  has  been  rapid  in  the  subsequent 
months. 

In  the  United  States  reliance  is  still  put 
on  voluntary  participation  in  Blue  Cross  or 


insurance  plans  save  for  such  industries 
where  companywide  plans  cover  all  employ¬ 
ees.  No  effort  has  been  made  since  early  in 
the  Eisenhower  administration  to  establish  a 
system  of  health  insurance.  In  1957  Rep¬ 
resentative  Forand,  of  Rhode  Island,  intro¬ 
duced  a  bill  to  have  social  security  extend  to 
provide  hospital,  surgical  and  nursing  home 
benefits  to  the  aged.  It  has  been  vigorously 
opposed  by  the  American  Medical  Associa¬ 
tion,  American  Dental  Association  and  the 
hospital  and  nursing  home  associations. 
One  reason  for  nonaction  was  the  estimate 
by  the  Social  Security  Administration  that 
the  cost  of  care  under  the  Forand  bill  would 
run  to  $835  million  in  1959.  Congress  did 
pass  a  bill  in  1958,  H.R.  9822,  for  a  White 
House  Conference  on  Aging.  This  will  be 
held  in  January  1961.  Also  for  medical  or¬ 
ganizations  created  a  Joint  Council  To  Im¬ 
prove  the  Health  Care  of  Aged,  whose  pur¬ 
pose  was  to  find  ways  to  get  private  sources 
to  write  health  insurance  for  the  aged. 

In  this  country,  the  immediate  concern  is 
over  medical  and  nursing  care  for  the  aged, 
while  Canada  launches  a  nearly  universal 
program  to  provide  hospital  care  for  all. 
Spite  of  all  these  benefits,  however,  Canada 
ill  loses  some  30,000  a  year  of  its  people 
wfio  emigrate  to  the  U.S.A. 


PROPOSED  REPEAL  OF  PRICE  SUP¬ 
PORTS  ON  ALL  FARM  COMMODI¬ 
TIES 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  submit,  after 
the  Senate  adjourns  tonight,  an  amend¬ 
ment  to  the  so-called  wheat  bill,  Senate 
bill  1968. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  Indiana?  The  Chair  hears  none, 
and  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  CABEHART.  Mr.  President,  the 
amendment  I  propose  to  submit  to  the 
wheat  bill.  Senate  bill  1968,  would  repeal 
all  price  supports  on  all  farm  commodi¬ 
ties  after  this  calendar  year,  or  begin¬ 
ning  January  1,  1960. 

It  would  repeal  all  price  supports  on 
,11  the  commodities  the  prices  of  which 
we  are  now  supporting.  It  would  like¬ 
wise  freeze  the  surplus  or  Government 
stockpile,  except  for  certain  purposes  as 
directed  by  the  President. 

My  amendment  would  permit  sale 
from  the  stockpile  for  export.  It  would 
permit  sale  for  the  school  lunch  pro¬ 
gram.  It  would  permit  sales  and  grants 
to  feed  hungry  people.  The  surplus 
could  be  disposed  of  in  many  other 
ways. 

My  amendment  would  likewise  permit 
the  President  of  the  United  States  to  sell 
in  the  domestic  market  anything  from 
the  stockpile  at  100  percent  of  parity. 
If,  in  the  opinion  of  the  President,  an 
emergency  existed,  if  prices  of  farm 
products  were  out  of  line,  if  there  were 
a  drought,  or  if  there  were  other  cir¬ 
cumstances  which  created  an  emergency, 
the  President  could  permit  the  sale  out 
of  the  stockpile,  but  only  at  100  percent 
of  parity. 

We  must  do  one  of  two  things.  Either 
we  must  repeal  the  price  support  laws, 
which  my  amendment  would  do,  or  we 
must  go  back  to  90  or  100  percent  of 
parity,  because  the  system  under  which 
we  are  operating  will  not  work.  My 
amendment  will  be  printed  and  made 
available  to  Senators  tomorrow.  It  is  a 
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proposed  amendment  to  the  Wheat  Act. 
It  would  freeze  the  surplus.  We  could 
thereby  dispose  of  the  $9  billion  to  $10 
billion  worth  of  surplus  commodities 
which  the  Government  has  on  hand,  and 
any  other  commodities  which  might 
come  into  the  stockpile  during  the  re¬ 
mainder  of  the  year.  The  surplus  could 
be  disposed  of  in  an  orderly  fashion.  I 
believe  it  would  require  at  least  5  years 
to  dispose  of  it.  My  amendment  would 
repeal  price  support  laws  with  respect 
to  all  commodities. 

Therefore,  starting  next  January,  the 
farmer  could  start  the  year  as  though 
there  never  had  been  any  Government 
farm  regulations  or  laws.  We  would 
freeze  the  $9  billion  dr  $10  billion  worth 
of  surpluses  and  dispose  of  them  in  an 
orderly  way. 

We  cannot  continue  to  spend  $5  bil¬ 
lion  a  year  on  price  supports,  or  $614 
billion  a  year  to  operate  the  Department 
of  Agriculture,  when  all  that  is  being 
accomplished  is  the  building  up  of  fur¬ 
ther  surpluses,  without  doing  any  good 
for  the  fanners.  In  other  words,  what 
is  happening  at  the  moment  is  that  the 
cost  is  going  up,  the  surpluses  are  in¬ 
creasing  and  farm  prices  are  staying  at 
about  the  same  level  or  are  going  lower. 
It  is  silly  and  it  is  ridiculous.  It  makes 
no  sense. 

I  introduced  an  omnibus  farm  bill 
about  3  weeks  ago.  I  could  not  get  too 
much  help  on  it.  I  am  now  submitting 
my  amendment  to  the  wheat  bill.  It 
would  repeal  all  price  support  laws,  in 
an  effort  to  be  helpful  and  in  trying 
to  solve  the  so-called  farm  problem. 
The  farm  problem  is  now  getting  as 
troublesome  to  the  taxpayer  as  it  is  to 
the  farmers.  It  is  not  doing  the  farm¬ 
ers  any  good,  and  it  is  costing  the  tax¬ 
payers  many  billions  of  dollars. 

I  hope  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 
and  Forestry  and  the  Senate  and  the 
Congress  will  give  real  consideration  to 
the  amendment  I  am  submitting.  Per¬ 
haps  there  is  a  better  way  to  solve  the 
problem  than  my  amendment  proposes. 
If  there  is,  let  us  find  out. 

However,  I  say  the  time  has  arrived 
when  Congress  must  face  the  issue.  We 
cannot  afford  to  delay  action  until  next 
year.  We  ought  to  face  the  issue  this 
year. 

We  must  either  get  rid  of  price  sup¬ 
ports  or  we  should  devise  a  plan,  which 
is  workable  and  will  actually  help  the 
farmer,  and  which  will  be  less  costly  to 
the  American  taxpayer  than  the  present 
plan. 

I  am  submitting  the  amendment  be¬ 
cause  I  feel  we  must  have  some  place 
from  which  to  start.  I  am  doing  it  so 
that  we  may  get  everyone  interested 
in  it  and  so  that  we  may  have  a  great 
deal  of  debate  on  the  subject  on  the 
floor  of  the  Senate.  I  am  doing  it  in 
behalf  of  the  American  taxpayers  and 
the  American  farmers.  They  are  both 
vitally  interested  in  it. 

Mr.  Benson  has  told  us  that  the  pres¬ 
ent  system  is  not  working.  The  Presi¬ 
dent  of  the  United  States  has  said  it  is 
not  working.  The  cost  of  the  program 
indicates  that  it  is  not  working.  Farm 
prices  indicate  that  it  is  not  particularly 
helping  the  farmer.  So  I  say,  Mr. 
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President,  let  us  have  the  courage  to 
face  the  issue,  because  only  Congress 
can  change  the  law,  and  only  Congress 
can  establish  new  policies. 

I  repeat  that  my  amendment  to  the 
wheat  bill  would  repeal  all  price  sup¬ 
ports  on  all  commodities  after  this  year, 
effective  as  of  January  1  next  year.  It 
would  freeze  the  $9  billion  or  $10  billion 
surpluses  on  January  1.  It  would 
freeze  the  stockpile  and  would  permit 
an  orderly  disposal  of  it,  so  that  it 
would  not  interfere  with  what  the  farm¬ 
ers  produce  and  what  the  fanners  grow 
from  that  time  forward. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CAPEHART.®  I  am  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  wonder  if  I 
clearly  understood  the  Senator.  Is  he 
saying  that  after  this  crop  year,  starting 
in  1960,  his  amendment,  if  enacted  into 
law.  would  repeal  the  price  supports  on 
all  farm  commodities? 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Does  the  Senator 
offer  any  alternative? 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  We  would  freeze 
the  surplus  and  dispose  of  it  in  an  order¬ 
ly  way.  On  January  1,  the  $9  billion  or 
$10  billion  worth  of  surplus  would  be  dis¬ 
posed  of  in  an  orderly  way.  My  best 
judgment  is  that  it  would  take  about  5 
years  to  do  so.  We  would  take  the  sur¬ 
plus  out  of  competition  with  what  the 
farmers  would  start  to  grow  next  year. 
We  must  get  rid  of  this  costly  program, 
which  is  not  helping  the  farmers. 
There  may  be  other  ways  of  doing  it,  but, 
in  any  event,  this  is  one  way  of  doing  it. 

Mr.  Benson  says  the  present  program 
is  not  working.  Mr.  Benson  says  we 
ought  to  enable  the  farmers  to  operate 
their  own  farms  and  conduct  their  own 
business.  I  am  sure  he  would  be  100 
percent  for  the  amendment.  I  have  not 
discussed  it  with  him.  It  is  my  own 
idea.  However,  I  am  sure  that  he  will 
be  for  it,  because  he  has  been  telling  us 
the  present  program  is  not  workable. 
The  President  has  said  so  in  his  annual 
message  to  Congress.  I  am  certain  that 
Secretary  Benson  will  support  this  idea. 
I  say  that  based  on  many  statements  he 
has  made. 

Our  price  supports  are  becoming  so 
low — and  the  price  supports  set  the  mar¬ 
ket  prices — that  the  farmers  would  be 
better  off  if  we  had  no  price  supports 
at  all.  I  say  that  because  under  the  law 
a  ceiling  is  provided.  Under  the  law  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  must  sell  com¬ 
modities  from  the  stockpile  at  5  percent 
above  the  existing  support  price.  That 
means  that  if  the  support  price  on  wheat 
is  75  percent,  wheat  is  sold  from  the 
stockpile  at  80  percent.  That  sets  the 
market  price.  If  we  are  to  have  sup¬ 
port  prices,  we  must  at  least  get  rid  of 
that  particular  law.  If  we  are  going  to 
push  support  prices  farther  down,  as 
has  been  suggested  by  some,  and  have  a 
law  which  provides  that  $9  or  $10  billion 
worth  of  commodities  in  the  stockpile 
must  be  sold  at  5  percent  above  the  sup¬ 
port  price,  the  program  cannot  work. 

All  we  are  doing  is  piling  up  more  costs 
for  the  taxpayers  and  building  up  larger 
surpluses,  and  setting  the  market  price 
at  5  percent  above  the  support  price.  So 


I  say  let  us  do  one  of  two  things.  I  am 
submitting  my  amendment  to  eliminate 
price  supports  effective  as  of  January 
1.  If  Congress  in  its  wisdom  does  not 
wish  to  do  that,  let  us  repeal  the  law 
which  provides  that  the  surplus  must  be 
sold  at  5  percent  above  the  support  price. 
If  we  are  to  have  support  prices,  let  us 
put  the  support  prices  on  a  basis  which 
will  be  helpful  to  the  farmer.  If  we  are 
going  to  tax  the  taxpayer  $5  or  $6  billion 
a  year,  let  us  at  least  make  certain  that  it 
is  going  to  help  the  farmer.  It  is  not 
helping  the  farmer  at  the  moment. 
Farm  prices  are  going  lower  and  lower. 

I  shall  hand  the  amendment  to  the  desk 
in  a  moment.  I  have  already  obtained 
unanimous  consent  to  file  it  tonight. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  received  and  printed 
and  will  lie  on  the  table. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
inquired  from  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Indiana  as  to  his  proposal,  because 
it  is  so  far  reaching  that  I  did  not  want 
to  misunderstand  its  implications  or  its 
purpose. 

I  have  known  for  some  time  that  the  - 
policy  of  the  administration  has  been  to 
eliminate  support  prices.  I  believe  that 
the  Senator  from  Indiana,  with  his  usual 
candor  and  frankness,  has  stated  for  us 
quite  clearly  what  he  believes  to  be  the 
attitude  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
and  of  the  administration. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Let  me  say  that  I 
have  not  discussed  the  matter  with  Sec¬ 
retary  Benson  or  the  administration.  I 
am  submitting  the  amendment  on  my 
own  initiative. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  understand. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  I  have  not  discussed 
it  with  anyone.  I  have  said — and  I  now 
repeat — that  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  has  said  that  the  present  program 


In  reality,  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  wants  to  get  the  Government  out  of 
the  farm  business.  But  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  also  follows  a  program  of 
getting  the  farmers  out  of  the  farm  busi¬ 
ness.  We  are  really  going  through  quite 
a  process  of  elimination.  Let  us  be  quite 
candid  about  it.  Let  us  be  as  clear  in  the 
statements  which  we  make  on  agricul¬ 
tural  policy  as  the  Senator  from  Indiana 
is  clear  and  precise  in  his  amendment. 

The  administration  has  its  own  farm 
program.  In  the  first  2  years,  the  ad¬ 
ministration  said  it  could  not  be  held  ac¬ 
countable  for  the  accumulation  of  sur¬ 
pluses  and  the  rise  in  the  cost  of  the  farm 
program  because  until  1954,  according  to 
the  administration’s  spokesmen,  the 
administration  was  allegedly  burdened 
with  the  policies  of  the  previous  ad¬ 
ministration. 

But  in  1954  a  farm  policy  or  program 
was  adopted— not  with  my  help,  I  might 
add — which  was  along  the  lines  of  the 
administration’s  proposals.  Flexible 
price  supports  were  written  into  the  law 
on  the  theory  that  if  price  supports  were 
flexed  down,  it  would  be  possible  to  con¬ 
trol  production.  The  theory  was  that  if 
price  supports  were  lower,  crop  produc¬ 
tion  would  be  lower. 

At  that  time  the  administration  did 
not  talk  about  getting  the  Government 
out  of  the  farm  price-support  business. 
It  talked  about  getting  the  Government 
out  of  the  90 -percent  price-support  pro¬ 
gram.  The  administration  then  wanted 
a  75-  to  90-percent  ratio.  That  was 
granted.  It  was  not  granted  happily, 
but  reluctantly.  Nevertheless,  it  was 
granted. 

Two  other  farm  bills  have  been  passed 
by  Congress.  Both  have  been  vetoed  by 
the  President.  Twice  Congress  has  had 
to  pass  legislation  which  met  the  re¬ 
quirements  and  the  standards  of  the 
administration.  The  price-support  "pro¬ 
gram  which  is  now  on  the  statute  books 


is  not  working.  He  is^  recommending^  js  the  price-support  program  whicl*  was 

testified  to  by  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  his  assistants  in  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry. 

It  is  true  that  the  Secretary  is  now 
before  the  committee  asking  that  sup¬ 
ports  be  lowered  even  further,  despite 
the  fact  that  with  price  supports  on 
oats  and  rye  at  60  to  65  percent  of  par¬ 
ity,  the  production  of  those  commodities 
goes  up  instead  of  down;  despite  the  fact 
that  when  the  supports  on  corn  are  low¬ 
ered,  the  production  of  corn  goes  up 
instead  of  down. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  President,  will 


lower  price  supports.  The  President  in 
his  annual  message  said  that  the  pro¬ 
gram  is  not  working.  I  have  not  dis¬ 
cussed  the  proposal  I  am  making  tonight 
with  dither  the  President  or  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  understand.  I 
understand  also  that  the  Senator  said  he 
thought  Mr.  Benson  would  be  in  favor 
of  it.  .He  indicated  quite  frankly  and 
honestly  that  the  Secretary  does  recom¬ 
mend  lower  price  supports. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 


Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  I  said  I  thought  the 
Secretary  would  be  for  it  because  he 
has  repeatedly  said  that  whe  he  is 
trying  to  do  is  to  get  the  Government 
out  of  the  farming  business,  to  permit  the 
farmers  to  grow  what  they  please  and 
when  they  wish  and  how  they  wish.  He 
has  repeatedly  so  stated.  He  has  said 
it  in  every  one  of  his  speeches.  For  that 
reason,  I  think  he  might  well  be  for  that 
proposal. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senator  from  Indiana  is  always  frank 
and  candid.  There  is  a  wholesomeness  in 
his  presentation. 


the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Not  at  the  mo¬ 
ment;  I  will  yield  later. 

Despite  a  $1.10  bushel  guaranteed 
price  on  corn  under  the  present  price- 
support  program,  which  this  adminis¬ 
tration  wanted,  and  which  it  propagan¬ 
dized  a  minimum  number  of  farmers 
into  accepting  in  a  referendum,  less  than 
20  percent  of  the  farmers  even  voting, 
the  prediction  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  today  is  that  the  corn  crop 
will  be  the  largest  in  the  Nation’s  his¬ 
tory. 

I  thoroughly  concur  in  some  of  the 
statements  the  Senator  from  Indiana 
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has  made  about  this  matter.  He  said 
that  support  prices  are  now  so  low  that 
the  prices  on  the  market  are  going  down 
and  down.  He  continued  by  saying  that 
if  support  prices  are  to  be  so  low,  they 
had  better  be  taken  off  altogether. 

The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  has  rec¬ 
ommended  reducing  support  prices  even 
more,  without  controls.  This  is  what  I 
call  administrative  hyprocrisy.  On  the 
one  hand,  the  administration  talks  about 
lowering  support  prices  and  removing 
controls  in  the  face  of  a  body  of  evi¬ 
dence  that  by  so  doing  all  that  happens 
is  to  fill  the  warehouses,  increase  the 
amount  in  storage,  and  lower  the  market 
prices. 

The  only  time  a  price-support  pro¬ 
gram  works  is  when  it  is  good  enough 
to  provide  an  incentive  to  the  farmer  to 
cooperate  in  acreage  and  production 
controls.  Without  acreage  production 
and  controls,  there  should  not  be  a  price- 
support  program. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Anyone  who  farms 
knows  that  the  lower  the  price  he  is  to  re¬ 
ceive  for  the  unit,  the  more  units  he  must 
produce  in  order  to  create  more  dollars. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  Senator  is  so 
right. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Therefore,  the  lower 
the  price,  the  more  units  the  farmer  will 
grow  in  order  to  get  enough  dollars  to 
break  even  or  to  make  a  profit. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  Senator  from 
Indiana  is  correct. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  The  result  has  been 
that  by  lowering  the  support  prices  over 
the  past  several  years,  the  surplus  has 
gone  up,  production  has  gone  up,  the 
stockpile  of  the  Government  has  gone  up, 
and  the  cost  to  the  taxpayer  has  gone  up. 
That  is  why  I  have  offered  the  amend¬ 
ment.  It  is  designed  to  get  rid  of  the 
price  supports.  We  cannot  go  on  as  we 
are. 

I  do  not  say  I  have  the  answer  to  the 
problem;  I  am  simply  trying  to  find  the 
answer.  I  introduced  an  omnibus  bill 
the  other  day.  Now  I  am  introducing 
this  amendment.  I  have  no  pride  of  au¬ 
thorship.  I  am  trying  to  get  the  admin¬ 
istration,  Congress,  the  public,  if  you 
please,  the  newspapers,  and  the  farm'or- 
ganizations  interested  in  doing  some¬ 
thing  about  a  situation  which,  in  my 
opinion,  is  intolerable. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  Senator  from 
Indiana  has  stated  with  clarity  and  elo¬ 
quence  what  I  have  attempted  to  state  for 
years  without,  aparently,  the  clarity  and 
eloquence  of  the  Senator  from  Indiana. 
I  have  attempted  to  say  that  the  reduc¬ 
tion  of  price  supports  could  result  in  ohly 
one  thing — lower  market  prices.  Lower 
market  prices  could  result  in  only  one 
thing — increased  production,  because  the 
man  on  the  farm — he  does  not  have  to  be 
on  a  farm,  he  can  be  in  business  any¬ 
where  else — knows  full  well  that  as  the 
unit  price  goes  down,  and  the  cost  of  pro¬ 
duction  goes  up,  the  only  thing  he  can 
do  to  stay  in  business  at  all  is  to  produce 
more.  That  is  exactly  what  has  hap¬ 
pened. 

I  have  stated  not  once,  but  many  times, 
directly  to  the  representatives  of  the  De¬ 


partment  of  Agriculture  that  they  were 
building  their  own  Pandora’s  box,  and 
that  they  were  opening  up  the  lid  of 
their  own  Pandora’s  box,  because  as  they 
reduced  prices,  the  result  could  only  be 
increased  production.  That  has  hap¬ 
pened.  Today,  $9  billion  worth  of  sur¬ 
plus  commodities  are  in  the  possession 
of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Neither  the  able 
Senator  from  Minnesota  nor  myself  nor 
any  other  senator  needs  to  stand  on  the 
floor  of  the  Senate  and  talk  about  this 
matter.  The  facts  themselves  prove  what 
is  happening.  The  record  proves  it.  The 
cost  is  going  up  day  by  day;  surpluses 
are  increasing  day  by  day;  the  prices 
the  farmers  are  receiving  are  staying 
where  they  are  or  are  getting  lower.  So 
it  is  not  necessary  to  use  oratory,  if  I 
may  use  that  expression;  the  facts 
speak  for  themselves. 

Technically,  it  would  seem  that  the 
opposite  should  be  true:  That  the  lower 
the  price  becomes,  the  less  the  farmers 
will  raise.  That  simply  is  not  true  in 
farming.  I  think  it  might  be  true  in  a 
manufacturing  business.  I  think  it 
might  be  true  in  a  retail  business.  But 
it  is  not  true  in  farming,  because  a  year 
is  required  to  grow  most  crops. 

A  farmer  has  X  number  of  acres. 
He  has  a  tractor,  or  more  than  one 
tractor,  with  which  he  tills  the  land. 
The  lower  the  unit  price  he  receives, 
the  larger  the  crop  he  will  try  to  grow, 
and  the  more  fertilizer  he  will  put  on 
the  ground  to  grow  more  units,  because 
it  is  the  number  of  bushels  multiplied 
by  the  price  which  wil  lgive  him  the 
dollars. 

I  am  one  who  has  changed  his  mind 
in  this  matter.  I  am  frank  to  say  that 
I  rather  liked  the  idea  of  flexible  price 
supports  when  they  were  begun.  I  voted 
for  them.  I  had  my  doubts  about  them, 
but  I  voted  for  them.  At  least,  I  was 
willing  to  go  along  and  try  them. 

The  best  answer  is  not  oratory  on  my 
part  or  oratory  on  the  part  of  any  other 
Senator.  The  fact  is  that  flexible  price 
supports  do  not  work.  No  one  can  show 
me  or  anyone  else  that  they  have 
worked. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  It  has  been  the 
contention  of  some  of  us  who  have  been 
members  of  the  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  Forestry  for  a  number  of  years 
that,  of  course,  the  administration’s  pro¬ 
gram  has  not  worked.  No  rqore  potent 
testimony  has  been  given  to  the  fallacy 
of  the  administration’s  economic  theory 
on  agriculture  than  the  testimony  of  the 
Senator  from  Indiana;  namely,  that  re¬ 
ducing  price  supports  does  not  reduce 
production.  The  only  way  by  which 
production  can  be  controlled  is  by  acre¬ 
age  controls,  bushelage  controls,  mar¬ 
keting  controls,  and  a  price  structure 
which  will  provide  a  commodity  price 
sufficiently  adequate  to  enable  a  farmer 
to  afford  to  reduce  his  crop  production. 
That  has  been  the  theory  of  some  of  us 
who  have  maintained  that  if  there  is  to 
be  a  price-support  program,  it  ought  to 
be  good  enough  so  that  regulations  which 
we  know  are  required  will  be  accepted 


and  complied  with,  because  a  good  price 
is  an  incentive.  That  is  all  I  am  saying. 

I  do  not  wish  to  argue  the  merits  of 
the  respective  programs  any  longer  ex¬ 
cept  to  say  that  the  program  now  in 
effect  is  the  program  the  administration 
has  asked  for.  The  program  which  is 
now  in  effect  is  the  worst  program  in 
the  Nation’s  history.  The  program  now 
in  effect  is  pricing  the  farmers  off  the 
land.  It  is  promoting  bigger  and  bigger 
farms,  at  the  expense  of  the  family  farm. 

Finally,  Mr.  President,  let  me  say  that 
this  program  is  going  to  be  looked  into 
meticulously,  objectively,  thoroughly, 
and  fearlessly.  The  operations  of  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  and  its 
policies,  administration,  and  activities, 
and  activities  related  to  those  of  the 
Corporation  are  going  to  be  looked  into 
by  the  Senate  Committee  on  Agricul- 
ure  and  Forestry. 

This  morning  the  distinguished  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Missouri  [Mr.  Symington]  was 
appointed  the  chairman  of  a  special 
subcommittee  of  six  members,  with  a 
staff  provided  by  the  permanent  staff  of 
the  Senate  Committee  on  Agriculture 
and  Forestry.  The  subcommittee  is  go¬ 
ing  to  look  into  the  operations  of  this 
program.  I  predict  that  when  that  sur¬ 
vey  is  completed  and  when  the  report 
on  it  is  made,  everything  the  Senator 
from  Indiana  has  stated  here  today  will 
be  verified — namely,  that  the  lowering 
of  farm  commodity  price  supports  has 
resulted  in  the  building  up  of  moun¬ 
tains  of  surpluses,  and  has  lowered  farm 
income,  and  thereby  has  compelled 
farmers  to  produce  more  and  more.  I 
also  predict  that  it  will  be  found  that 
the  management  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  has  not  been  to  the 
benefit  of  the  farm  commodity  pro¬ 
ducers  or  the  farm  commodity  proces¬ 
sors,  and  certainly  not  to  the  benefit  of 
the  consumers. 

I  wish  to  thank  the  Senator  from  In¬ 
diana  for  laying  before  us  the  most  com¬ 
pelling  arguments  I  have  ever  heard  for 
changing  the  farm  program  the  admin¬ 
istration  recommends.  By  the  way, 
Mr.  President,  the  administration 
merely  recommends  more  of  the  same 
thing.  It  simply  recommends  larger 
doses  of  the  same  thing;  it  representa¬ 
tives  say,  “Just  reduce  the  supports  a 
little  more.”  As  the  Senator  from  In¬ 
diana  has  said,  if  that  is  done,  the  only 
result  will  be  greater  production  and 
increased  storage  and  greater  costs. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota  yield  to 
me? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Moss  in  the  chair).  Does  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Indiana? 

Mr.  Humphrey,  i  yield. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  President,  I 
have  prepared  amendments  in  the  form 
of  a  substitute,  and  I  shall  call  up  the 
amendments  later.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  my  amendments  in  the  na¬ 
ture  of  a  substitute  be  printed  at  this 
point  in  the  body  of  the  Record,  as  a  part 
of  my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  amend¬ 
ments  submitted  by  Mr.  Capehart  were 
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ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows : 

Strike  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  following:  “That 
(a)  notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
law,  no  agricultural  commodities,  title  to 
which  has  been  or  is  hereafter  acquired  by 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  shall  be 
sold  or  otherwise  disposed  of,  except  as  pro¬ 
vided  in  subsection  (b). 

“(b)  Commodities  referred  to  In  subsection 
(a)  may  be  disposed  of,  in  accordance  with 
directions  of  the  President,  as  follows : 

“(1)  Donation,  sale,  or  other  disposition 
for  disaster  or  other  relief  purposes  outside 
the  United  States  pursuant  to  and  subject 
to  the  limitations  of  title  II  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act 
of  1954; 

“(2)  Sale  or  barter  (including  barter  for 
strategic  materials)  to  develop  new  or  ex¬ 
panded  markets  for  American  agricultural 
commodities,  including  bu,t  not  limited  to 
disposition  pursuant  to  and  subject  to  the 
limitations  of  title  I  of  the  Agricultural  Trade 
Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954; 

“(3)  Donation  to  school-lunch  programs; 

“(4)  Transfer  to  the  national  stockpile  es¬ 
tablished  pursuant  to  the  Act  of  June  7, 
1939,  as  amended  (50  U.S.C.  98-98h),  with¬ 
out  reimbursement  from  funds  appropri¬ 
ated  for  the  purposes  of  that  Act; 

“(5)  Donation,  sale,  or  other  disposition  for 
research,  experimental,  or  educational  pur¬ 
poses; 

“(6)  Sale  for  new  or  byproduct  uses; 

“(7)  Donation,  sale,  or  other  disposition 
for  disaster  relief  purposes  in  the  United 
States  or  to  meet  any  national  emergency 
declared  by  the  President; 

“(8)  Sales  at  not  less  than  the  current 
parity  price  for  such  commodity,  plus  rea¬ 
sonable  carrying  charges,  whenever  the  Pres¬ 
ident  determines  that  because  of  a  shortage 
of  the  commodity  such  sale  is  necessary  to 
prevent  hardship; 

“(9)  Donations  to  penal  and  correctional 
institutions  in  accordance  with  section  210 
of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1956; 

"(10)  Sales  for  export; 

“(11)  Dispositions  authorized  by  section 
416  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949;  and 

“(12)  Sales  for  the  purpose  of  rotating 
stocks  or  consolidating  inventories,  any  such 
sale  to  be  offset  by  purchase  of  the  same 
commodity  in  a  substantially  equivalent 
quantity  or  of  a  substantially  equivalent 
value. 

“(c)  Strategic  materials  acquired  by  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  under  para¬ 
graph  (2)  of  subsection  (b)  shall  be  trans¬ 
ferred  to  the  national  stockpile  established 
pursuant  to  the  Act  of  June  7,  1939,  as 
amended,  or  to  the  supplemental  stockpile 
established  by  section  104(b)  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance 
Act  of  1954,  and  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  shall  be  reimbursed  for  the  value 
of  the  commodities  bartered  for  such  stra¬ 
tegic  materials  from  funds  appropriated  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  8  of  such  Act  of  June  7, 
1939,  as  amended.  For  the  purpose  of  such 
reimbursement,  the  value  of  any  commodity 
so  bartered  shall  be  the  lower  of  the  do¬ 
mestic  market  price  or  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation’s  investment  therein  as  of  the 
date  of  such  barter,  as  determined  by  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture.  In  order  to  make 
payment  to  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  for  any  commodities  so  transferred 
to  the  national  stockpile  or  the  supple¬ 
mental  stockpile,  there  are  hereby  author¬ 
ized  to  be  appropriated  amounts  equal  to 
the  value  of  any  commodities  so-  transferred. 
The  value  of  any  commodity  so  transferred, 
for  the  purpose  of  this  section,  shall  be  the 
lower  of  the  domestic  market  price  or  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation’s  investment 
therein  as  of  the  date  of  transfer  to  the 
stockpile,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture. 


“Sec.  2.  Notwithstanding  any  other  pro¬ 
visions  of  law,  all  provisions  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended,  and  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949, 
as  amended,  relating  to  acreage  allotments, 
marketing  quotas,  and  price  supports  for 
any  agricultural  commodity  shall  be  ineffec¬ 
tive  with  respect  to  the  1960  and  subse¬ 
quent  crops  of  such  commodities;  but  any 
right,  claim,  or  action  which  accrued  under 
any  such  provisions  with  respect  to  any 
crop  prior  to  the  1960  crop  shall  not  be 
affected. 

“Amend  the  title'  to  read  as  follows:  ‘A 
bill  to  provide  for  a  new  farm  program.’  ” 

'  Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  President,  again 
I  wish  to  say  that  the  amendments  have 
only  two  parts.  The  first  will  freeze  im¬ 
mediately  the  so-called  stockpile,  except 
for  certain  purposes. 

The  second  will,  on  January  1,  after 
this  crop  year,  repeal  all  agricultural 
commodity  price  supports  by  the  Gov¬ 
ernment. 

Mr.  President,  I  submit  these  amend¬ 
ments  in  the  hope  that  they  will  start 
a  real  argument  in  the  Congress,  and 
will  get  the  administration  and  the  peo¬ 
ple  interested  in  doing  something  about 
this  farm  problem,  because,  as  the  able 
Senator  from  Minnesota  and  I  and 
others  have  stated,  something  must  be 
done  about  it. 

I  have  no  pride  of  authorship;  all  I 
seek  to  do  is  get  people  interested  in  this 
problem,  because  the  present  situation 
is  far  from  good. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  let 
me  say  that  the  Senator  from  Indiana 
will  not  be  disappointed;  certainly  the 
amendments  will  generate  some  argu¬ 
ments,  as  he  Ijnows., 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Yes,  I  think  they 
will. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  Senator  from 
Indiana  will  not  be  disappointed,  for  the 
administration  will  be  interested,  be¬ 
cause  his  proposal  is  the  consummation 
of  the  culmination  of  the  procedure  the 
administration  is  following.  The  only 
difference  is  that  the  Senator  from  In¬ 
diana  would  come  to  the  point  now, 
whereas  the  administration  would  like 
to  drag  out  the  matter  a  little  longer. 
But  the  Senator  from  Indiana  proposes 
that  it  be  done  now. 

The  Senator  from  Indiana  has  said  he 
has  no  pride  of  authorship.  Let  me  say 
that  I  do  not  blame  him  [laughter],  be¬ 
cause  although  I  know  the  amendments 
are  submitted  in  good  faith,  yet  I  also 
know  that  this  proposal  will  only  result 
in  much  more  of  what  we  already  have; 
it  will  result  in  ever-expanded  produc¬ 
tion,  because  the  farmers  will  still  have 
the  same  number  of  acres  of  land  and 
the  same  amounts  of  fertilizer  and  the 
same  number  of  tractors — or  perhaps 
more — and  there  will  be  a  substantial 
population  to  take  care  of;  and  I  doubt 
that  it  will  reduce  production  or  will  im¬ 
prove  the  prices  of  agricultural  com¬ 
modities. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota  yield  fur¬ 
ther  to  me? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  am  happy  to 
yield. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  I  am  confident  that 
it  will  increase  the  prices  of  agricultural 
commodities.  Let  me  say  that  if  the 
prices  of  agricultural  commodities  are 
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going  to  get  lower  and  lower  and  lower, 
and  if  the  farmer  is  going  to  be  in  bad 
shape,  I  would  prefer  to  have  him  be  in 
bad  shape  in  a  free  market,  rather  than 
to  have  the  Government  control  the 
prices  of  agricultural  commodities  and 
control  the  agricultural  policies,  which 
today  simply  are  not  working  properly. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  only  change  I 
would  suggest  is  a  change  in  administra¬ 
tion,  because  the  present  farm  program 
can  work;  it  is  not  beyond  salvation.  It 
can  be  administered  to  the  benefit  of 
consumers  and  farmers  and  the  Nation. 
I  must  say  that  it  will  not  be  so  long  be¬ 
fore  it  will  be  administered  in  that  way — 
in  other  words,  in  about  18  months. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  will  yield  fur¬ 
ther  to  me,  let  me  say  that  the  Congress 
should  proceed  now  to  have  it  adminis¬ 
tered  in  the  proper  way,  for  the  benefit 
of  the  farmers  and  the  taxpayers.  Cer¬ 
tainly  we  should  not  wait  18  months. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  We  shall  try;  but 
every  time  the  Congress  attempts  to  do 
something  constructive  in  regard  to  agri¬ 
culture,  Congress  not  only  is  threatened 
with  a  veto,  but  actually  is  met  with  one. 
I  know  about  that;  I  have  been  serving 
on  the  committee  which  has  been  han¬ 
dling  agricultural  program  bills.  Each 
time,  they  are  vetoed.  I  want  the  record 
to  be  crystal  clear.  I  know  that  the  ad¬ 
ministration  would  like  to  have  the  peo¬ 
ple  believe  that  the  farm  program  it  is 
administering  is  one  which  was  foisted 
upon  it  against  its  will.  But  that  is  non¬ 
sense.  The  program  the  administration 
is  now  administering  is  the  one  it  asked 
for,  and  the  one  its  representatives  testi¬ 
fied  in  favor  of,  and  the  one  it  rammed 
through — on  the  basis  of  a  Presidential 
veto  and  the  threat  of  a  Presidential- 
veto — as  the  administration’s  farm  pro¬ 
gram  ;  and  today  that  program,  as  being 
administered  by  the  administration,  is 
wasteful,  costly,  and  ineffective;  but  all 
that  the  administration  is  requesting  is 
more  of  the  same  thing. 

The  Senator  from  Missouri  [Mr.  Sy¬ 
mington]  and  I,  as  members  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry, 
want  the  administration  to  come  for¬ 
ward  with  a  new  farm  program  which 
will  give  recognition  to  the  facts  of  pro¬ 
duction  and  consumption.  But  the  rep¬ 
resentatives  of  the  administration  say 
that  all  they  want  is  to  lower  the  price 
supports  and  remove  the  controls.  As 
the  Senator  from  Indiana  has  said,  on 
the  basis  of  his  practical  knowledge  of 
business,  all  that  will  lead  to  is  more 
agricultural  commodity  production  and 
lower  agricultural  commodity  prices; 
and  he  is  correct. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota  yield  fur¬ 
ther  to  me? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  The  amendments 
in  the  nature  of  a  substitute  which  I 
have  submitted  to  the  wheat  bill  will 
give  the  American  farmers  and  the 
Members  of  Congress  and  everyone  else 
involved  a  chance  to  choose  sides  on  the 
question  whether  they  do  or  do  not  want 
the  Government  in  the  farming  busi¬ 
ness.  We  have  heard  much  about  the 
matter;  it  has  been  written  about  a  great 
deal;  Mr.  Benson  has  made  many 
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speeches  in  which  he  has  said  he  wants 
to  get  the  Government  out  of  the  farming 
business;  and  others  have  spoken  along 
the  same  line.  These  amendments  will 
bring  that  issue  to  a  head. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  Senator  from 
Indiana  is  correct. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  In  the  end,  I  may 
be  sorry  that  I  am  the  author  of  the 
amendments — as  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  has  said.  But  at  least  I  am 
laying  squarely  on  the  table  the  ques¬ 
tions  whether  we  do  or  do  not  want  to 
continue  the  program  in  the  way  it  is 
now  going;  whether  we  want  to  elimi¬ 
nate  entirely  price  supports,  commencing 
January  1st;  whether  we  wish  to  return 
to  90  percent  of  parity;  or  what  else  we 
wish  to  have  done. 

In  other  words,  I  am  now  placing 
those  questions  on  the  table ;  and  now  let 
us  see  who  favor  and  who  oppose  the 
various  proposals,  and  whether  we  mean 
what  we  have  been  saying,  and  whether 
we  are  willing  tc  stand  up  and  be  counted 
and  whether  we  have  the  courage  now 
to  get  down  to  the  business  of  making 
some  necessary  changes.  Certainly  some¬ 
thing  must  be  changed,  because  the  pres¬ 
ent  program  is  not  working. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senator  from  Indiana  is  rendering  a  real 
service  in  bringing  this  issue  to  a  head. 
He  can  rest  assured  that  it  will  come  to/ 
a  head;  the  political  boil  which  is  the 
product  of  rather  foolish  and  reckless 
administration  will  certainly  be  lanced 
in  one  way  or  another.  I  think  we  owe 
the  Senator  from  Indiana  a  debt  of 
gratitude  for  having  had  the  frankness 
and  the  courage  to  say  point  blank  that 
the  administration’s  policies  of  lower¬ 
ing  agricultural-commodity  price  sup¬ 
ports  can  lead  to  only  one  result — name¬ 
ly,  increased  production  and,  ultimately, 
lower  prices  to  be  received  by  the  farm¬ 
ers  for  the  agricultural  commodities 
they  produce. 

The  Senator  from  Indiana  has  said 
he  wants  to  get  the  Government  out  of 
the  farming  business.  That  is  what  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  and  the  ad¬ 
ministration  say  they  want,  too.  I 
should  like  to  have  the  farmers  have  a 
chance  to  be  in  the  farming  business; 
and  one  of  the  ways  to  get  that  done 
is  to  have  a  sensible  farm  program  which 
will  provide  marketing  conditions  which 
will  be  susceptible  to  fair  prices  and  will 
give  the  farmers  an  opportunity  to  con¬ 
trol  their  marketings,  so  they  are  not 


placed  at  the  mercy  of  dumpings  on  the 
market  during  the  harvest  period,  when 
the  farmers  must  accept  the  prices 
which  are  offered,  and  so  they  will  not 
have  greatly  reduced  income  with  which 
to  purchase  in  the  nonmarketing  periods 
the  articles  they  need. 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  I  thank  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Minnesota  for  yielding. 

Mr.  President,  I  hope  the  two  Senators 
who  are  such  experts — and  I  think  ItTs^ 
encouraging  to  note  that  they  agree - 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  We  agree  to  dis¬ 
agree. 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  I  hope  they  will 
agree  on  the  steps  which  need  to  be 
taken  in  order  to  decrease  the  surpluses. 

I  think  the  Senator  referred  to  $9  billion 
worth  of  surplus  agricultural  products. 
Is  that  the  correct  figure? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  We  are  talking 
about  an  investment  on  the  part  of  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  of  some 
$9  billion  in  1959,  as  compared  with 
$1,200  million  in  1952,  when  there  were 
in  effect  90  percent  of  parity  price  sup¬ 
ports. 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  We  have  been 
reading  in  the  newspapers  and  hearing 
statements  to  the  effect  that  we  have 
been  shipping  the  surpluses  to  needy 
people  throughout  the  world.  Does  the 
Senator  say  that,  despite  such  a  pro¬ 
gram,  there  are  tied  up  $9  billion  worth 
of  surplus  foods? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  That  is  the  figure. 
The  Senator’s  observation  is  correct. 
The  trouble  with  our  overseas  program 
is  that  it  is  a  program  of  limited  dura¬ 
tion  and  limited  amounts.  If  it  were 
properly  developed,  a  great  deal  more 
would  be  done.  j 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  Is  the  new  com¬ 
mittee  which  is  to  be  headed  by  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Missouri  [Mr. 
Symington]  going  to  take  into  consid¬ 
eration  the  fact  that  there  are  still 
throughout  the  world  hordes  of  hungry 
people  who  need  the  food  surpluses? 
Will  the  committee  give  consideration  to 
that  fact? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Yes. 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  While  large  sur¬ 
pluses  have  existed  for  4  or  5  years,  they 
have  been  building  up  to  tremendous 
proportions;  and  yet  there  are  many 
needy  people  throughout  the  world.  Is 
it  not  correct  to  say  that  the  problem 


involved  is  getting  proper  distribution 
of  the  food  surpluses  to  hungry  people, 
and  that  consideration  of  that  problem 
should  be  brought  into  the  picture? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  Senator  is 
correct.  Furthermore,  there  is  involved 
the  question  of  utilizing  our  food .  and 
fiber  as  a  part  of  our  foreign  program 
for  peace  and  security  in  the  world.  Any 
administration  that  cannot  plan  how  to 
use  food  and  fiber  for  that  purpose  is, 
may  I  say,  bankrupt  in  imagination  and 
initiative. 


\  ENROLLED  BILLS  PRESENTED 

''The  Secretary  of  the  Senate  reported 
that  on  today,  May  20, 1959,  he  presented, 
to  me  President  of  the  United  States  the 
enrolled  bill  (S.  902)  to  provide  for  the 
receipt  and  disbursement  of  funds,  and 
for  continuation  of  accounts  when  there 
is  a  vacancy  in  the  office  of  the  disburs¬ 
ing  officer  for  the  Government  Printing 
Office,  apd  for  other  purposes. 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  Senate  stand  adjourned 
until  tomorrow  at  12  o’clock  noon. 

The  motion\was  agreed  to;  and  (at  6 
o’clock  and  13  minutes  p.m.)  the  Senate 
adjourned  until  tomorrow,  Thursday, 
May  21,  1959,  at  12  o’clock  meridian. 


CONFIRMATIONS 

Executive  nominations  confirmed  by 
the  Senate  May  20,  1959: 

The  National  Aeronautics  and  Space 
Council 

William  A.  M.  Burden, \of  New  York,  to  be 
a  member  of  the  National  Aeronautics  and 
Space  Council,  to  which  office  he  was  ap¬ 
pointed  during  the  last  rec&ss  of  the  Senate. 

Dr.  John  T.  Rettaliata,  ofXlllinois,  to  be  a 
member  of  the  National  Aeronautics  and 
Space  Council.  \ 

Appointments  in  the  Navy  and  Marine 
Corps  \ 

The  nominations  of  David  K.'®ishop,  and 
other  officers  for  appointment  in  the  Navy 
and  in  the  Marine  Corps,  which \were  con¬ 
firmed  today.  May  20,  1959,  were  received  by 
the  Senate  on  May  7,  1959,  and  appear  in 
full  in  the  Senate  proceedings  of  the  Con¬ 
gressional  Record  for  that  date,  under  the 
caption  “Nominations,"  beginning  with  the 
name  of  David  K.  Bishop  which  is  shown  on 
page  6912,  and  ending  with  the  name  of 
Herman  B.  West,  which  is  shown  on  page 
6919. 


House  of  Representatives 


\ 


The  House  met  at  12  o’clock  noon. 

The  Cha^ain,  Rev.  Bernard  Braskamp, 
D.D.,  offered 'the  following  prayer: 

Psalm  118:  24:  This  is  the  day  which 
the  Lord  hath  made;  we  will  rejoice  and 
he  glad  in  it.  \ 

O  Thou  who  hast  blessed  us  with  the 
gift  of  a  new  day,  may  there  be  nothing 
in  this  day’s  work  of  w^ich  we  shall  be 
ashamed,  when  the  sun  mu>  set  nor  at  the 
eventide  of  our  life  when  Thou  shalt  call 
us  to  Thyself. 

Establish  within  us  those  loyalties  and 
integrities  which  cannot  be  shaken  but 
will  be  our  support  in  our  times  (^temp¬ 
tation  and  trial. 

May  the  strength  and  splendor  of\ur 
faith  in  Thee  be  made  manifest  as 
,  daily  strive  to  discharge  those  tasks  am 
responsibilities  which  Thou  hast  com¬ 
mitted  unto  us. 

Fill  us  with  a  deep  longing  to  have  a 
larger  part  in  opening  for  men  and  na¬ 
tions  everywhere  the  gateway  to  the  more 
abundant  life.. 

To  Thy  name  we  ascribe  all  the  glory. 
Amen. 

THE  JOURNAL 

The  Journal  of  the  proceedings  of  yes¬ 
terday  was  read  and  approved. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  SENATE 

A  message  from  the  Senate  by  Mr.  Mc- 
Gown,  one  of  its  clerks,  announced  that 
the  Senate  had  passed,  with  amendments 
in  which  the  concurrence  of  the  House 
is  requested,  a  bill  of  the  House  of  the 
following  title: 

H.R.  4245.  An  act  relating  to  the  taxation 
of  the  income  of  life  insurance  companies. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  insists  on  its  amendments  to  the 
foregoing  bill,  requests  a  conference  with 
the  House  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the 
two  Houses  thereon,  and  appoints  Mr. 
Byrd  of  Virginia,  Mr.  Kerr,  Mr.  Frear, 
Mr.  Williams  of  Delaware,  and  Mr. 
Carlson  to  be  the  conferees  on  the  par, 
of  the  Senate. 

The  message  also  announced  that/the 
Senate  had  passed  a  bill  of  the  fallow¬ 
ing  title,  in  which  the  concurrence  of 
the  House  is  requested : 

S.  72.  An  act  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  to  construct,  operate^  and  main¬ 
tain  the  Navajo  Indian  irrigation  project  and 
the  initial  stage  of  the  Sah  Juan-Chama 
project  as  participating  projects  of  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  storage  project,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

The  message  alsj/ announced  that  the 
Senate  disagrees /to  the  amendment  of 
the  House  to  th€  bill  (S.  1094)  entitled 
"An  act  to  ajnend  the  Bretton  Woods 
Agreements  Act,"  requests  a  conference 
with  the  Hmise  on  the  disagreeing  votes 
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of  the  two  Houses  thereon,  and  appoints 
Mr.  Fulbright,  Mr.  Green,  Mr.  Spark¬ 
man,  Mr.  Humphrey,  Mr.  Mansfield, 
Mr.  Wiley,  Mr.  Hickenlooper,  and  Mr. 
yL anger  to  be  the  conferees  on  the  part  of 
the  Senate. 

JOSE  FIGUERES 

(Mr.  PORTER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  PORTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  should 
like  to  call  attention  to  the  presence  in 
the  United  States  of  the  distinguished 
former  President  of  Costa  Rica,  Jose 
Figueres,  with  his  lovely  American  wife, 
Karen.  Pepe,  as  he  is  affectionately 
known  by  his  many  friends  in  the  West¬ 
ern  Hemisphere  and  in  Europe,  has 
jught,  with  social,  political,  economic, 
military  weapons,  against  dictators 
andvcommunism  and  for  democracy  and 
human  rights. 

Figueres,  who  is  both  an  idealist  and/ 
practicalSpolitician,  an  economist,  and  a 
successful  farmer,  reports  that  we-r-the 
free  world,  Rhat  is — are  losing  the  cold 
war  in  Latin  America,  even  though  the 
fight  against  dictators  is  being  Aon.  He 
asks  that  we  makhour  love  ofi'represent- 
ative  democracy  better  known.  He  asks 
that  we  concentrate  oji  thfi  development 
of  trade,  not  aid. 

I  am  sure,  Mr.  SpeakofSihat  we  warmly 
welcome  this  keen  and  sal cy  leader  of  the 
free  world  fight  in/the  Western  Hemi¬ 
sphere.  We  respect  him.  We  listen  to 
him  with  special  interest  im  Dhis  time 
when  we  want/to  develop  a  much  more 
effective  and/friendly  relationship\with 
our  good  neghbors  to  the  South. 


and  one  of  my  predecessors,  the  Honor¬ 
able  James  L.  Whitley,  of  Rochester,  who 
passed  away  on  Sunday  evenii 

Jim  Whitley,  who  would  hatie  been  87 
next  Sunday,  dedicated  his  Entire  life  to 
the  public  service,  and  his  friends  and 
acquaintances  among  th / leading  politi¬ 
cal  figures  of  his  clay  were  legion. 
Presidents,  Governor^  Senators,  Con¬ 
gressman,  State  legislators — he  was  close 
to  many  of  them,’  Perhaps  even  more 
important,  he  was  equally  close  to  a  host 
of  party  worke/s  and  to  the  little  people 
of  our  commphity. 

A  lifelong  Republican  himself,  Jim 
Whitley’s /friendships  knew  no  party 
bounds,  And  the  late  A1  Smith,  former 
Governor  of  New  York  and  the  1928 
Democratic  Presidential  candidate,  was- 
one/6f  his  closest  and  dearest  friends, 
le  was  a  warm,  outgoing  man,  whose 
reatest  source  of  satisfaction  came  from 
'serving  the  people  he  represented,  and 
he  served  them  long  and  well,  in  a 
variety  of  posts. 

He  was  first  elected  to  the  New  York 
State  Legislature  in  1906,  and  in  1918  he 
moved  to  the  State  senate,  where  he 
served  with  distinction  until  his  election 
to  the  House  of  Representatives  in  1928 
as  the  Representative  from  New  York's 
45th  District.  In  both  Albany  and  Wash¬ 
ington  his  record  was  a  distinguished 
one. 

Mr.  Speaker,  Jim  Whitley  was  a  per¬ 
sonal  friend  of  mine,  and  I  know  I  speak 
for  all  of  his  friends  when  I  say  that  he 
will  be  sorely  missed.  To  his  wife,  Ora, 
and  his  son,  Jim — both  of  whom  have 
my  deepest  sympathy — I  can  say  only 
that  we  who  were  privileged  to  know  Jim 
and  count  him  as  a  friend  share  fully  in 
your  deep  sorrow  at  his  passing. 


DEPARTMENTS  OF  STATE,  JUSTICE, N 
ANJg  THE  JUDICIARY  APPROPRIA¬ 
TION  BELL 

[r.  ROONEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
,  lanimous  consent  that-  the  Committee 
on  Appropriations  may  have  until  mid¬ 
night  tomorrow,  Thursday,  to  file  a  re¬ 
port  on  the  bill  making  appropriations 
for  the  Departments  of  State,  Justice, 
and  the  Judiciary,  and  related  agencies. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  New 
York? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  BOW  reserved  all  points  of  order 
on  the  bill. 

HON.  JAMES  L.  WHITLEY 

(Mrs.  WEIS  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  extend  her  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record.) 

Mrs.  WEIS.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  with  a 
deep  sense  of  regret  that  I  report  to  the 
House  the  passing  of  a  former  colleague 


3PROPRIATIONS  FOR  NATIONAL 
AERONAUTICS  AND  SPACE  AD- 
ISTRATION 

The'SSPEAKER.  The  unfinished  busi¬ 
ness  is  \m  the  motion  to  suspend  the 
rules  ancrmss  the  bill  H.R.  7007. 

The  question  was  taken. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  object  to 
the  vote  on  thevground  that  a  quorum  is 
not  present  and  saake  the  point  of  order 
that  a  quorum  is  i«xt  present. 

The  SPEAKER,  \vidently  a  quorum 
is  not  present. 

The  Doorkeeper  willVlose  the  doors, 
the  Sergeant  at  Arms  wiH.  notify  absent 
Members,  and  the  Clerk  wilicall  the  roll. 

The  question  was  taken\and  there 
were — yeas  294,  nays,  128,  not  \oting  11, 
as  follows: 

[Roll  No.  46] 

,  YEAS— 294 

Adair  Alford  Anfuso 

Addonizlo  Anderson,  Arends 

Albert  Mont.  Ashley 
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Senated  debated  wheat  bill. 


Price  supports, ,  .1,2 
HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  passed  tobacco  pri/^e  support  sail. 

*v>use  committee  voted  to  report  wheat' bill.  SenatX  committee  disapproved  proposed 
.mendments  to  wheat  bill.  House  pa/sed  housing  biliV  House  committee  reported 
State- Justice  appropriation  bill.  /Senate  committee  reported  Treasury- Post  Office 
and  D,  C.  appropriation  bills.  Sen.  Muskie  and  others  introduced  and  Sen.  Muskie 
discussed  bill  to  establish  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations.  Sen. 
Humphrey  introduced  and  discussed  bill  to  establish  Countr\Life  Commission. 


SENATE 

1.  TOBACCO,  Passed  wi/h  amendment  S.  1901,  to  modify  price  supports  for  tobacco, 
pp.  7863-74 

Agreed  to  ar/amendment  by  Sen.  Butler  to  strike  from  the  first^ection  of 
the  bill  "Agri/ultural  Act  of  1948"  wherever  it  appears,  and  insert\in  lieu 
thereof  "Agricultural  Act  of  1949.’’  p.  7869 

Sen.  Jordan  stated  the  purpose  of  the  bill  as  follows: 

"It /provides  that  there  shall  be  no  increase  in  the  dollars  and  cdtjts 
leveL/of  price  supports  on  most  types  of  tobacco  above  the  1958  price 
support  level  until  price  support  computed  under  old  parity  excee< 

th/ 1958  dollars  and  cents  level.  It  further  provides  that  in  the  event 
le  price  support  under  old  parity  exceed  1958  supports,  then  the  Secretary^ 


shaV  choose  between  old  parity  or  new  parity  in  setting  price  suppoi 

whichever  is  lower. 

"Th^  practical  effect  of  the  bill  will  be  to  prevent  an  increase  of 
about  l\to  2  cents  per  pound  in  tobacco  prices  each  year  for  the  /next  4 


yeafcs. 


2. 


5. 


WHEAT.  Began  debate  on  S.  1968,  to  revise  price  supports  and  acreage  allotment* 
for  wheat,  pp.  7874-6,  7890-2,  7922-3 

Agreed  to  a  unanimous -consent  agreement  by  Sen.  Johnson  that  beginning  Fri., 
May  22,  debate  on  any  amendment,  except  the  Capehart  amendment  in  the  nature  of 
a  substitute,  shall  be  limited  to  one-half  hour,  and  debate  on  final  passage 
shall  be  limited  to  3  hours,  pp.  7890-2 

The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  the  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  "held 
an  executive  session  to  consider  proposed  amendments  to  S.  1968,  to  strengthen 


the  wheat  marketing  quota  and  price  support  program,  which  bill  is  now  the 


Senate's  unfinished  business.  The  committee  disapproved,  by  a  vote  of  6  to  10, 
a  substitute  bill  which  would  have  provided  for  a  mandatory  cut  of  20  percent 
in  wheat  acreage  allotments  with  a  price  support  of  85  percent  of  parity. 
Committee  also  disapproved,  by  a  vote  of  7  to  9,  proposed  amendments  which 
would  have  provided  price  supports  of  75  percent  of  parity  to  producers  plant/ > 
ing  full  allotments,  and  85  percent  of  parity  to  those  producers  reducing 
acreage  allotments  20  percent  or  more."  pp.  D379-80 


3.  APPROPRIATIONS.  The  Appropriations  Committee  reported  with  amendments  H.  R. 

5805,  the  Treasury- Post  Office  appropriation  bill  for  1960  (S.  Rept.  305)  ,  and 
H.  R,  5676,  the  D.  C.  appropriation  bill:  for  1960  (S.  Rept.  304).  p.  7850 

Agreed  to  a  unanimous-consent  requasK  by  Sen.  Hayden  to  provide  that,  during 
adjournments  or  recesses  of  the  Senate  during  the  1st  session  of  the  86th 
Congress,  the  Appropriations  Committee  sha\l  be  authorized  to  report  appropria¬ 
tion  bills,  including  joint  resolu/ions,  wi^i  accompanying  notices  of  motions 
to  suspend  paragraph  4  of  rule  16/  (which  prohibits  legislative  provisions  in 
appropriation  bills)  for  the  purpose  of  offering  certain  amendments  to  such 
bills  or  joint  resolutions,  p/  7856 


4.  NOMINATION .  Received  the  non 
Tennessee  Valley  Authority/ 


nation  of  Brooks  Hays\to  be  a  member  of  the 
loard.  p.  7924 


HOUSE 


HOUSING.  Passed,  261-160,  with  amendments  S.  57,  the  hou&^ng  bill.  House 
conferees  were  appointed,  pp.  7928-71,  7978-9 

Agreed  to  a  series  of  amendments  to  change  the  method  of\ financing  from  the 
1  backdoor"  method/or  Treasury  authorizations  to  direct  Congressional  appropri¬ 
ations.  These  ayfendments  had  been  previously  adopted  by  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole  (see  Digest  81) . 

As  passed,  A.  57  includes  provisions  for  farm  housing  research  grants 
and  housing  yo r  migratory  farm  labor  through  the  insurance  of  the arm  home 
loans  made  /y  private  lenders. 


6.  WATERSHEDS^  Received  from  the  Agriculture  Committee  a  letter  announci} 
approva/  of  projects  in  Ala. ,  Iowa,  Tenn. ,  and  Utah  under  the  Watershed 

P- 


tectio/i  and  Flood  Prevention  Act. 


7927 


7.  APPROPRIATIONS.  The  Appropriations  Committee  reported  without  amendment  H.  'R. 
73^3,  the  State,  Justice,  Judiciary,  and  related  agencies  appropriation  bill\ 


-  3  - 


8.  WHEAT.  The  Agriculture  Committee  voted  to  report  a  wheat  bill,  H.  R.  7246 

(amended  and  in  lieu  of  H.  R.  7118).  As  amended,  the  bill  is  the  same  as  the 
summary  in  Digest  81,  item  24,  except  that  the  acreage-allotment  reduction 
would  be  257.  instead  of  30%.  p.  D382 

PLANT  INDUSTRY.  The  Agriculture  Committee  voted  to  report  with  amendment  H.  R. 
6436,  to  amend  the  Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodent icide  Act  so  as 
o  include  nematocides,  plant  regulators,  defoliants,  and  desiccants,  p.  D38i 

10.  SMAL\  BUSINESS.  Rep.  Patman  inserted  the  current  proposals  for  congressional 

action  from  the  Small  Business  Association  of  New  England,  including  a  r^com- 
mendatlpn  that  "Small  Business  Administration  have  representation  in  Government 
procurement  agencies."  pp.  7973-5 

11.  TRANSPORTATION ;  FOREST  PRODUCTS.  Rep.  Porter  stated  that  the  "sup*d.y  of  freight 

cars  is  expected  to  fall  40%  short  of  the  needs  of  the  lumber  industry  in  the 
Northwest  befogs  the  year  is  ended,"  and  inserted  an  editorial/urging  Congress 
to  have  ICC  take\appropriate  action  to  remedy  the  situation^/  pp.  7975-8 

.2,  LEGISLATIVE  PR0GRAM.\  Rep.  McCormack  stated  on  Mon. ,  May  2^,  the  House  would 
consider  the  general  g^overnment  matters  appropriation  hilll  for  1960,  followed 
by  the  State-Judiciary\Departments  appropriation  bill/  and  on  Thursday,  the 
Commerce  Department  appropriation  bill,  and  in  the  middle  of  the  week,  the  fol¬ 
lowing  bills  if  rules  areNreported  out:  H.  R.  5141c,  to  extend  the  Reorganiza¬ 
tion  Act  of  1949;  H.  R.  724‘6,  a  wheat  quota  and  j*rice  support  bill;  H.  R. 

5752,  a  Federal  employees  legal  holidays  bill;yH.  R.  7086,  to  extend  the 
Renegotiation  Act  of  1951;  H.  R.  3160,  the  wa^er  pollution  bill;  and  H.  R. 

4532,  a  grain  feed  price  supporr\bill.  p.  7*54 

13.  ADJOURNED  until  Mon.,  May  25.  p. 
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>PENDIX 


14.  RECLAMATION.  Sen.  Humphrey  inserted  an  address  by  Gov.  Steve  McNichols,  Colo., 
opposing  the  administration's  "no- new- starts"  reclamation  policy  and  stating 
that  this  policy  "impairs  the^economic  strength  of  the  entire  country 
pp.  A4265-7 


) 


15.  CHEESE.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Sen.  Wiley  citing N:he  importance  of  direct  mail 
advertising  to  gift  cheese  shippers  and  inserting  aN^eport,  "Wisconsin  Cheese 
Sold  By  Mail  Provides/important  Markets."  p.  A4276 

16.  STATEHOOD.  Sen.  Nu^berger  commended  and  inserted  an  article,  "Alaska:  Eagle 
State."  pp.  A42(^7-8 

Rep.  Rivers ^inserted  Rep.  O’Brien's  speech  discussing  hiV  interests  and 
efforts  toward  statehood  for  Alaska,  pp.  A4301-2 

Rep.  Mulder  inserted  an  article,  "The  Happy  State  of  Hawaii^  pp.  A4316-7 

17.  FOREST  RESEARCH.  Sen.  Wiley  inserted  a  letter  from  the  secretary-r^nager  of 

the  Northern  Hemlock  and  Hardwood  Manufacturing  Assoc. ,  favoring  additional 
fundyfor  research  on  forest  blight  and  disease,  pp.  A4288-9 

CONSERVATION  RESERVE.  Rep.  Jensen  inserted  a  letter  from  the  Administrate 
foil  Conservation  Service,  refuting  as  "misleading  and  unfounded,"  a  newsp'sjper 
article  charging  that  a  SCS  employee  in  N.  M-jx. ,  had  rented  State-owned  lane 
and  placed  them  in  the  conservation  reserve  program  at  a  profit,  p.  A4290 


1^  WHEAT.  Rep.  Marshall  inserted  correspondence  betrween  Rep.  Wier  and  a  con¬ 
stituent  discussing  the  need  for  enacting  ,!a  sound  and  reasonable  wheat  b^ll." 

>.  A4294-5 

Rep.  Breeding  inserted  a  resolution  of  a  group  of  wheat  farmers  favoring  gm 
10(\percent  of  parity  if  wheat  acreage  is  cut  20  to  307o.  p.  A4310  / 


20.  CENTENNIAL  CELEBRATION.  Rep.  Johnson,  Colo.,  inserted  an  article  d^cussing  the 
proposed^ centennial  celebration  of  the  establishment  of  USDA  and  .the  land  grant 
colleges ,\and  favoring  a  centennial  celebration  during  1962  of  yfie  Homestead 
Act.  p.  A4310 


21.  SURPLUS  COMMODITIES.  Rep.  Broomfield  inserted  two  newspaper/4rticles  discussing 
food  surpluses\"0ur  $9  Billion  Headache,"  and  "‘Little  F|frm‘  Plan  Helps  Rich 
Instead."  pp.  4>L7-8 


24. 


BILLS  INTRODUCED 


22.  LANDS.  S.  2033,  by  Sen\  Bible  (for  himself  and  Seny^Cannon) ,  to  amend  the 

mining  laws  of  the  United  States  to  provide  for  tp2  inclusion  of  certain  non¬ 
mineral  lands  in  patents  ts?  placer  claims;  to  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs 
Committee. 

H.  Con.  Res.  177,  178,  17^  180,  181,  182y^l83,  and  184,  by  Representatives 
Aspinall,  Baring,  Edmondson,  F^ost,  Powell ,yRogers ,  Tex.,  Saylor,  and  U liman, 
declaring  the  sense  of  Congressmen  the  depressed  domestic  mining  and  mineral 
industries  affecting  public  and  o^her  lai^l;  to  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs 
Committee. 


23.  GUAM;  VIRGIN  ISLANDS.  S.  2024,  by  Sen^v. Murray ,  to  provide  for  a  Resident 

Commissioner  from  Guan  and  a  Resident  Commissioner  from  the  Virgin  Islands;  to 
Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee. 


INTERGOVERNMENTAL  RELATIONS.  Sy^20265  by  Seh.  Muskie  (for  himself  and  others), 
to  establish  an  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations;  to  Govern¬ 
ment  Operations  Committee.  ^remarks  of  Sen.  Musjcie.  tpp.  7851-3 


25.  WILDLIFE.  S.  2030,  by  Seny^Neuberger,  to  require  bhe  use  of  humane  methods  of 
trapping  animals  and  biros  on  lands  and  waterways  under  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  United  States;  to  interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Coqnmittee.  Remarks  of 
author,  pp.  7853-4 


26.  COUNTRY  LIFE.  S.  2^3i  by  Sen.  Humphrey  (for  himself  and  SOn.  Young,  Ohio,  to 
establish  a  Commission  on  Country  Life;  to  Agriculture  and N^orestry  Committee. 
Remarks  of  Sen. /Humphrey,  p.  7854 


27.  TAXATION.  S.  /£034,  by  Sen.  Bible,  to  amend  the  District  of  Columbia  Income  and 
Franchise  Tsnz  Act  of  1947,  as  amended,  to  provide  that  certain  additional 
specifiedySf f icers  of  the  executive  branch  of  the  Federal  Government  shall  be 
exempt  from  such  act:  to  District  of  Columbia  Committee. 


28.  DISEASES.  H.  R.  7317,  by  Rep.  Fisher,  to  provide  greater  protection  agdinst 
the  introduction  and  dissemination  of  diseases  of  livestock  and  poultry r\to 


Agriculture  Committee. 


^ARM  LOANS.  H.  R.  7319,  by  Rep.  Mclntire,  to  extend  section  17  of  the  Bankhe^d- 
Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act  for  2  years;  to  Agriculture  Committee. 
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*  But  the  impact  upon  the  price  level 
may  be  an  unhappy  one,  indeed.  There 
could  bW  only  one  offset,  and  that  would 
be  to  cut\down  the  supply,  if  a  commod¬ 
ity  cannorV.be  sent  into  the  world  mar¬ 
kets,  but  must  be  used  in  this  country. 

Tobacco  supports  must  be  geared  to 
modern  production  techniques.  There 
has  been  allusioV to  old  parity  and  mod¬ 
ernized  parity.  As  long  as  I  have  been 
laboring  with  this  problem,  I  still  become 
somewhat  confused  at  times. 

Old  parity  and  modernized  parity  rely 
heavily  on  price  relationships  on  the 
day,  formerly  on  mule  and  plow,  or  man 
and  hoe.  But  this  is  a  ^different  age, 
with  a  different  technology /and  we  must 
recognize  that  fact.  „  \ 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yielli? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  yield.  \ 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.\The 
present  so-called  modernized  parity Ndr- 
mula  still  uses  the  1910  to  1914  base 
period.  Would  the  Senator  from  Illrv 
nois  favor  deleting  the  1910-14  base  pe-\ 
riod  reference  and  using  the  same  base 
period  as  labor  and  industz-y  are  using, 
namely,  1947-49? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  do  not  know  whether 
I  would  or  not,  as  a  matter  of  fact. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  I  do 
not  think  the  Senator  would,  because 
to  do  so  would  increase  parity. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  We  have  to  spell  out 
all  the  details.  When  it  is  reduced  to 
paper,  we  look  at  all  the  figures,  we  con¬ 
sider  the  price  index  on  both  sides  of  the 
ledger,  we  .do  a  little  puzzling,  and  w^ 
come  to  a  conclusion.  I 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  I  am 
one  who  favors  deleting  the  reference  to 
the  1910-14  base  period.  I  want  the  for¬ 
mula  to  be  modernized.  I  want  to  use 
the  same  parity  as  labor  and  industry 
use. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  would  not  quarrel 
with  that,  one  way  or  the  other.  I 
simply  say  that  in  every  case  the  prob¬ 
lem  is  resolved  in  language  and  in  terms 
which  can  be  understood;  then  we  deter¬ 
mine  whether  or  not  it  is  acceptable. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  would  hot  quarrel  with/ 
what  the  Senator  from  North  Dakota 
said.  If  the  period  1947-49  is  good  /or 
industry,  it  ought  to  be  good  for  Agri¬ 
culture.  However,  the  effect  would  be 
simply  to  aggravate  the  situatior/we  are 
considering  today.  Tobacco,  i/stead  of 
being  supported  at  56  cents  or  58  cents, 
would  be  supported  at  a  pri/e  consider¬ 
ably  higher  than  that.  / 

One  reason  why  the  modernized  parity 
formula  has  increased  t/e  parity  price  of 
tobacco  is  that  a  larg/  part  of  the  pro¬ 
duction  of  a  tobacco'  crop  still  requires 
the  use  of  much  hand  labor,  the  cost  of 
which  has  gone  up.  Push-button  agri¬ 
cultural  enterprises,  in  which  there  is 
hardly  any  hand  labor  used  any  more, 
can  do  much/oetter  at  a  lower  percent¬ 
age  of  parity. 

But  the/ Senator  from  North  Dakota 
has  a  goUu  point.  We  are  using  one  ab¬ 
solute  /eriod  on  which  to  base  farm 
prices/and  another  one  on  which  to  base 
industrial  prices  and  wages. 


The  parity  formula,  as  I  have  said,  is 
today  obsolete  for  a  good  share  of  the 
crops,  because  there  has  been  no  way 
found  to  give  a  weighting  to  the  use  of 
hormones,  weed  killers,  and  all  the  other 
new  technological  inventions.  They  can¬ 
not  be  woven  into  the  parity  formula  to 
give  them  a  weighting.  I  have  been 
seeking  for  years  to  have  that  done,  but 
I  am  told  there  is  no  way  to  do  it.  Never¬ 
theless,  those  factors  have  made  it  pos¬ 
sible  to  produce  very  large  crops  at  half 
the  cost  of  20  years  ago. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  If  it  is  desired  to 
adopt  the  most  current  kind  of  formula, 
it  should  be  the  one  recommended  by 
the  Department,  namely,  a  3 -year  aver¬ 
age  of  prices  for  the  3  preceding  years. 
That  would  be  the  most  current  formula 
which  could  be  adopted. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  If  that 
parity  formula  had  been  in  effect  in  1934, 
when  the  average  price  for  wheat  for  the 
3  previous  years  was  33  cents  a  bushel, 
the  price  would  have  been  75  percent  of 
33  cents  a  bushel,  or  26  cents  a  bushel; 
'and  that  would  meaningless.  That  is> 
why  I  oppose  such  a  plan.  / 

Tdr.  DIRKSEN.  That  would  be  f6r 
onlyyl  year.  There  would  be  norifing 
to  prevent  Congress  from  examining  into 
the  question  after  that,  in  4  or  5/years. 
That  would  be  a  matter  of  legislative 
determination.  But  at  least  there  would 
be  a  striking  of  an  average yof  the  pre¬ 
ceding  years\  / 

From  all  thK  observations  by  the  De¬ 
partment,  as  carried  in/ the  memoran¬ 
dum  which  was  s^bmit/ed,  they  came  to 
the  conclusion  thatNif/here  is  to  be  legis¬ 
lation,  it  should  Jmllow  one  of  two 
courses.  First,  it  /hoUld  relate  support 
price  to  market  price  orSmarket  average. 
That  is  one  coui/e.  \ 

If  it  is  des/ed  to  go  b\ck  to  parity, 
then  the  Department  saysSif  parity  is 
used,  wide  discretion  should  \e  given  to 
the  Secretary  with  respect  t\  support 
levels,  /he  bill  does  not  gear  itself  to 
average  market  price,  and  the  discretion 
is  not  there.  So  it  is  understandable 
wh/ the  Department  of  Agriculturexrp- 
poses  the  bill,  and  I  think  it  is  under¬ 
standable  why  the  American  Farm  Bu^ 
Zeau  Federation  opposes  the  bill. 

If  I  had  to  assign  reasons  in  very  brief 
compass,  they  would  be,  first,  that  the  bill 
freezes  price  supports  at  current  high 
levels.  Actually,  tobacco  pi'ices,  if  I  un¬ 
derstand  the  business,  could  advance, 
and  probably  would  advance.  The  bill 
sets  a  limit  so  that  they  cannot  advance. 

It  can  well  be  argued  in  that  respect 
that  this  is  a  pretty  acceptable  approach. 
I  suppose,  in  terms  of  the  suggestion 
made  by  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Vermont  [Mr.  Aiken],  if  it  were  done  on 
a  dollars  and  cents  basis  for  a  very  lim¬ 
ited  period,  with  whatever  other  quali¬ 
fications  there  were  as  a  stopgap,  that 
might  be  all  light. 

But  if  prices  are  frozen  at  the  current 
high  levels,  we  certainly  will  not  come  to 
grips  with  the  foreign  export  ^problem 
which  now  exists.  If  we  try  to  change  the 
level,  get  it  down,  or  modify  it,  we  will 
have  difficulty.  Meanwhile,  if  the  figures 
submitted  by  the  Department  are  cor¬ 
rect,  it  means  that  there  will  be  a  steady 
deterioration  in  our  export  markets,  and 


that  the  amount  of  the  exports  will  con¬ 
tinue  to  go  down,  down,  down.  / 

The  second  reason  assigned  by  t/e  De-V 
partment  is  that  to  go  back  to/parity, 
both  old  and  new,  actually  we  will  be 
picking  up  an  old,  discredited  formula, 
so  that  there  will  be  one  price  support 
formula  for  one  commodity  and  another 
formula  for  another  commodity. 

The  third  point  is  that  there  would  be 
a  dual  standard  of  pa/ty  prices. 

These,  in  the  mai/,  with  the  possible 
exception  that  some  little  advantage 
might  be  given  tor  tobacco  growers  over 
the  growers  of  /other  commodities,  are 
the  basic  reasons  why  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  is/ apposed  to  the  bill. 

I  felt,  in  sal  fairness,  that  I  had  a  re¬ 
sponsibility  to  make  that  case  in  a  rather 
rounded  /ontext.  There  I  shall  leave  it. 
But  I  thought  I  should  express  to  the 
Senate  the  fact  that  the  Farm  Bureau 
Federation  opposes  the  bill.  However,  in 
fai/ness,  I  think  it  must  be  said  that 
sjnne  of  the  State  farm  bureau  federa¬ 
tions  favor  the  bill.  Very  likely  in  Ken¬ 
tucky  the  State  federation  favors  the 
bill.  I  am  not  positive  of  that;  I  presume 
they  do.  But  the  American"  Farm  Bu¬ 
reau  Federation  opposes  the  bill  on  larger 
grounds. 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  op¬ 
poses  the  bill,  because  it  does  not  believe 
the  bill  does  the  job  which  needs  to  be 
done. 

That  is  the  case  with  respect  to  the  bill, 
as  unemotionally  made  as  I  can  make  it. 

I  am  content  to  rest  it  there. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Illinois 
yield  to  me? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Some  of  these  farm 
problems  have  to  be  stated  rather  simply 
for  the  benefit  of  some  of  us  who  are 
far  from  being  experts  in  these  fields — 
although  I  know  of  the  clear  grasp  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Illinois  has 
of  these  problems,  as  well  as  of  all  others 
with  which  he  has  to  deal. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
I  could  be  sure  of  that. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Would  it  be  fair  to 
conclude — or  would  it  be  an  oversimplifi- 
.  cation — that  the  position  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  is  that  the  present  formula  would 
eVentually,  at  least,  result  in  lower  prices 
foXtobacco  than  would  be  brought  about 
by  the  proposed  legislation  now  before 
us;  and  that,  therefore,  the  tobacco 
growei\  and  distributors  in  the  United 
States  wuld  be  better  able  to  compete 
in  the  fomgn  market? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  That  would  be  one 
factor;,  but  tSe  Department  has  to  look 
down  the  roadSand  to  think  in  terms  of 
a  period  of  yekrs,  for  the  benefit  of 
American  agriculture.  So,  as  the  De¬ 
partment  sees  th<X.  export  market  de¬ 
creasing,  and — and  more  important — as 
it  sees  the  foreign  acrXige  of  tobacco  ex¬ 
panding,  with  a  possibility  that  Ameri¬ 
can  growers  will  neveiVget  back  the 
market,  the  question  then  is,  what  is  the 
best  course  to  pursue,  not  qnly  for  the 
American  tobacco  growers,  oVU  also  for 
all  those  who  are  identified  with  the  to¬ 
bacco  industry,  because  the  problem  is 
not  alone  a  growers’  problem.  \ 

Mr.  KEATING.  No,  it  is  not. 
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'mH  DIRKSEN.  As  the  Department 
sees  th%t  problem  in  the  large,  it  believes 
that,  of  -pourse,  there  must  be  flexibility 
in  the  program,  and  it  must  not  be 
frozen  at  a'lpvel  which  would  not  give  the 
American  growers  a  chance  to  compete; 
and  the  Department  believes  that  the 
American  producers  can  successfully 
compete  in  the  world  market,  insofar  as 
tobacco  is  concern's^. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Ido  not  wish  to  seem 
parochial  about  the  matter.  In  my  State, 
tobacco  is  not  produced but  in  my  State 
there  are  many  persons,  who  are  en¬ 
gaged  in  the  distribution\of  tobacco. 

The  argument  the  distinguished  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Illinois  has  advanced,  impresses 
me — as  does  the  opposition  of  the  Ameri¬ 
can  Farm  Bureau,  for  which  I  have  such 
high  regard — with  the  fact  that  prb.bably 
the  interests  of  the  distributors  of  to- 
bacco  would  not  be  served  by  the  enact¬ 
ment  of  this  proposed  legislation. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  on  that 
point,  will  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
yield  to  me? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Evidently  the  Senator 
from  New  York  is  interested  in  the  posi¬ 
tion  of  the  tobacco  export  associations. 
I  previously  placed  in  the  Record  a  state¬ 
ment  showing  that  34  tobacco  associa¬ 
tions,  organizations,  and  representative 
groups  of  growers,  distributors,  and 
warehousemen  support  this  bill;  all  of 
them  support  it.  Among  them  is  the 
New  York  Exporters  Associations — the 
Leaf  Tobacco  Board  of  Trade  in  New 
York  City — as  well  as  the  Leaf  Tobacco 
Exporters  Association  to  which  several 
New  York  firms  also  belong.  I  know 
that. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Am  I  to  understand 
that  the  dealers  in  tobacco  and  the  ex¬ 
port  associations  unitedly  support  this 
bill? 

Mr.  COOPER.  Yes.  I  will  give  the 
Senator  from  New  York  the  list  which 
shows  that  the  New  York  Exporters  As¬ 
sociations  strongly  support  this  bill.  I 
refer  the  Senator  also  to  the  statement 
on  page  4  of  the  House  committee  hear¬ 
ings  on  March  25  of  a  representative  of 
the  Leaf  Tobacco  Board  of  Trade  of  the 
city  of  New  York. 

Mr.  KEATING.  I  shall  be  exceedingly 
interested  in  seeing  it.  Is  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Kentucky  a Me  to 
enlighten  us  as  to  the  basis  for  the  sup¬ 
port  of  the  bill  by  the  exportei/ associ¬ 
ations?  / 

Mr.  COOPER.  Certainly/  The  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  North  Carolina 
IMr.  Jordan]  elaborated  /ery  clearly  on 
that  point  only  a  few  moments  ago.  It 
is  as  follows:  Under  i/he  present  mod¬ 
ernized  parity  formula,  there  is  an 
automatic  advance/ln  prices.  Evidently 
the  price  has  reached  a  point  where  for¬ 
eign  purchasers /hink  it  is  too  high,  and 
they  are  now  buying  from  other  sources, 
although  they  prefer  American  tobacco. 

One  poinj/which  has  not  been  brought 
out  is  that  in  the  tobacco  industry  the 
purchasers  do  not  purchase  for  current 
use,  oyeven  one  year’s  supply;  instead, 
they /may  stock  suppliers  for  several 
years  in  advance  of  use,  because  the  to- 
bairoo  has  to  be  aged  and  processed. 


If  we  were  to  enact  a  1-year  or  a  2- 
year  freeze,  they  would  not  know  what 
would  happen.  They  simply  would  not 
buy  tobacco;  or  else  they  would  buy  only 
for  their  minimum  and  immediate  needs. 
But  if  they  know  the  price  will  be  stabil¬ 
ized  over  a  period  of  years,  they  will  buy 
more  tobacco. 

Evidently  that  is  the  reason  why  the 
tobacco  export  associations  are  favoring 
this  bill. 

Mr.  KEATING.  I  appreciate  the  ex¬ 
planation  given  by  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Kentucky;  and  I  thank 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Illinois 
for  yielding. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
only  one  other  observation  to  make:  As 
in  the  case  of  New  York,  no  tobacco  is 
produced  in  my  State.  But  that  is  no 
reason  why  I  should  not  be  interested  in 
tobacco,  because  it  is  a  part  of  the  agri¬ 
cultural  economy;  and  that  economy 
moves  either  up  or  down  in  the  case  of 
^either  wheat,  soybeans,  tobacco,  or  any 
the  other  commodities  which  are  parts 
«our  overall  agricultural  economy.  I 
would  certainly  be  distressed  if  at  some 
timerjr  the  future  we  were  to  come  clo; 
to  losing  our  entire  export  market.  An 
that  event,  in  order  to  use  up  the  /-op 
on  a  domestic  basis,  what  would  have  to 
impress  itself  upon  the  tobacco  /rowers 
would  be,  indeed,  a  very  unhappy  thing; 
and  it  would  nave  to  translate  itself  in 
terms  of  the  most  drastic /controls,  if 
any  kind  of  a  livelihood  we/e  to  be  made 
from  the  productnsm  of/ tobacco.  But 
that  could  not  be  donfe \u  the  case  of  only 
one  crop  without  haying  the  effect  of 
such  a  policy  felt  by  all  other  crops  in 
the  entire  agricultural  domain. 

That  is  why  me  probleni  dealt  with 
by  the  pending  /ill  cannot  be\considered 
apart  or  isola/d  from  the  problems  of 
the  rest  of  our  agricultural  economy. 

Mr.  President,  I  believe  I  havXfairly 
stated  th/case;  and  there  I  am  content 
to  leave 

The/  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  T' 
bill  i/ open  to  further  amendment, 

1/ there  be  no  further  amendment  to 
b(/ proposed,  the  question  is  on  the  en- 
-ossment  and  third  reading  of  the  bill. 
The  bill  (S.  1901)  was  ordered  to  be 
engrossed  for  a  third  reading,  read  the 
third  time,  and  passed,  as  follows.: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  section 
101(c)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  is 
amended  by  deleting  the  period  at  the  end 
thereof  and  adding  a  colon  and  the  follow¬ 
ing:  “ Provided ,  That  for  any  kind  of  to¬ 
bacco  (other  than  Connecticut  Valley  cigar 
binder  types  51  and  52)  for  which  marketing 
quotas  were  in  effect  for  the  1958  crop,  the 
level  of  support  computed  in  dollars  and 
cents  for  each  subsequent  crop  of  such  to¬ 
bacco  for  which  marketing  quotas  are  in 
effect  shall  not  exceed  the  level  of  support 
computed  in  dollars  and  cents  applicable  to 
the  1958  crop  until  90  per  centum  of  the 
parity  price  as  of  the  beginning  of  the  mar¬ 
keting  year  for  a  subsequent  crop  computed 
in  the  manner  used  prior  to  the  enactment 
of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  exceeds  the 
level  of  support  applicable  to  the  1958  crop 
or  90  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  com¬ 
puted  as  provided  in  the  Agricultural  Ad¬ 
justment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  where¬ 
upon  the  level  of  support  for  such  subse¬ 
quent  crojf  and  each  crop  thereafter  shall 


be  90  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  as  ot 
the  beginning  of  the  marketing  year  con 
puted  in  the  manner  used  prior  to  the 
actment  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949f  or 
computed  as  provided  in  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended.ywhich- 
ever  computation  results  in  the  lo/er  level 
of  support:  And  provided  further  That  in 
computing  parity  in  the  mannei/ used  prior 
to  the  enactment  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of 
1949,  the  parity  index  as  defined  in  section 
301(a)  (1)(C)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjust¬ 
ment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  shall  be  used 
except  that  in  lieu  of  tfie  period  January 
1910  to  December  1914/  inclusive,  the  base 
period  applicable  to  /he  kind  of  tobacco 
prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1949  shall  ba/ised.” 

Sec.  2.  Section/2  of  the  Act  of  July  28, 
1945,  as  amende/ (59  Stat.  506;  7  U.S.C.  1312 
note),  is  amenaed.by  deleting  the  proviso  at 
the  end  thereof  and  substituting  therefor  a 
new  provisc/ reading  as  follows:  “ Provided , 
That  begi/ning  with  the  1959  crop,  the  level 
of  support  for  each  such  kind  of  tobacco 
shall  n/t  exceed  a  maximum  level  of  support 
determined  therefor  pursuant  to  the  pro- 
visg/ln  section  101(c)  of  the  Agricultural 
Apt  of  1949,  as  amended." 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  vote  by  which  the  bill 
was  passed  be  reconsidered. 

Mr.  JORDAN.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
to  lay  on  the  table  the  motion  to  re¬ 
consider  the  vote  by  which  the  bill  was 
passed 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion 
to  lay  on  the  table  the  motion  to  recon¬ 
sider. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

WHEAT  ACT  OF  1959 

Mr.  ENGLE  obtained  the  floor. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President  will 
the  Senator  from  California  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  ENGLE.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  if  it  is  understood  that 
I  shall  not  thereby  lose  my  right  to  the 
floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

.  Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
Sjiove  that  the  Senate  proceed  to  the 
consideration  of  Calendar  No.  283,  Sen¬ 
ate  bill  1968,  to  strengthen  the  wheat¬ 
marketing  quota  and  price-support  pro¬ 
gram. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (S.  1968)  to  strengthen  the 
wheat-marketing  quota  and  price-sup¬ 
port  program. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Ndrth  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  ENGLE.  I  yield,  if  it  is  under¬ 
stood  that  I  shall  not  thereby  lose  the 
floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  I 
thank  the  Senator  from  California  for 
yielding  to  me. 

Mr.  President,  wheat  surpluses  have 
been  mounting.  This  is  largely  because 
of  modern  mechanized  farming,  new 
technology  in  agriculture,  unusually  fa¬ 
vorable  weather  conditions,  and  over¬ 
seeding  of  quotas.  While  production  has 
increased,  national  consumption  for  hu- 
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*  man  food  purposes  remains  approxi¬ 
mately,  the  same  as  it  has  been  for  the 
past  30  years.  We  have  sizable  exports, 
but  not  enough  to  prevent  the  buildup 
of  surpluses. 

I  think  everyone  recognizes  that  some¬ 
thing  has  to  be  done  to  stop  the  pileup 
of  wheat  surpluses.  It  is  obvious  that 
lower  price  supports — as  being  advocated 
by  many — will  not  do  the  job.  One  look 
at  the  new  corn  prograin  ought  to  con¬ 
vince  any  thinking  person  familiar  with 
farm  problems  that  lower  prices  do  not 
mean  decreased  production  of  field 
crops.  I  emphasize  field  crops,  because 
there  is  a  difference  between  field  crops 
and  perishable  commodities.  Corn 
planting  this  year  is  up  12  percent,  and 
this  year’s  crop  may  well  be  the  first  4 
billion  bushel  corn  crop  in  history.  By 
next  year,  in  all  probability,  corn  will 
be  in  much  greater  trouble  than  wheat 
is  today.  This  does  not  mean  that  we 
should  not  do  something  about  wheat 
now. 

The  latest  wheat  program  of  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  Benson  would  lower  price 
supports  from  the  1958  level  of  $1.82  to 
approximately  $1.45  a  bushel  for  the 
I  1960  crop,  and  lower  for  succeeding  years. 
Based  on  a  1,100  million  bushel  crop — 
last  year’s  crop  was  1,450  million 
bushels — this  would  mean  a  loss  in  in¬ 
come  to  wheat  producers  of  over  $400 
million  a  year. 

Wheat  farmers  are  willing  to  take  a 
lower  price  for  wheat  that  is  exported, 
but  believe  they  are  entitled  to  parity 
or  a  better  price  for  that  portion  which 
is  used  for  human  food  consumption  in 
the  United  States.  As  I  previously 
stated,  approximately  500  million 
bushels  of  wheat  is  consumed  each  year 
in  the  United  States  for  human  food. 
Despite  the  rather  severe  drop  in  wheat 
prices  in  recent  years  and  a  big  increase 
in  population,  the  national  wheat  con¬ 
sumption  remains  the  same,  and  sur¬ 
pluses  continue  to  mount. 

Secretary  Bgnson’s  proposals  would 
mean  a  drop  in  wheat  prices  of  37  cents 
a  bushel  for  next  year.  This  drop  of  37 
cents  a  bushel  just  on  the  wheat  used 
)  for  human  food  consumption  would 
mean  a  loss  to  farmers  of  approximately 
$185  million  a  year.  - 

While  it  would  be  disastrous  to 
farmers,  it  would  be  another  one  of 
many  windfalls  the  middleman  has  re¬ 
ceived  in  recent  years.  It  would  be  of 
no  help  whatever  to  the  consumers. 

This  has  been  the  experience  year 
after  year.  Farm  prices  have  dropped. 
But  still  the  consumers  are  paying  just 
as  much  as  they  were  paying  5  or  10 
years  ago,  or  more.  For  example,  the 
average  farm  price  for  wheat  in  1947 
was  $2.29  a  bushel,  and  the  average 
price  of  a  loaf  of  bread  was  12.5  cents. 
By  1958  the  average  wheat  price  had 
dropped  to  $1.72  a  bushel.  Yet,  despite 
this  drastic  drop  in  the  price  of  wheat, 
the  price  of  bread  to  consumers  has 
risen  from  12.5  cents  to  19.3  cents  a  loaf, 
or  about  35  percent,  during  the  very 
period  when  wheat  prices  have  dropped 
about  60  cents  a  bushel. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  at  this  point  a 
table  prepared  by  the  United  States  De¬ 


partment  of  Agriculture,  giving  detailed 
information  concerning  the  drop  in 
wheat  prices  and  the  parallel  increase 
in  bread  prices. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 


Season  average  price  received  for  wheat  by 
farmers,  price  of  a  1-pound  loaf  of  bread 
for  corresponding  periods 


Year 

Wheat 

Bread 

1945 . . . . 

$1.49 

8.8 

1946 . . . . 

1.90 

10.4 

1947 _ _ _ _ 

2.  29 

12.5 

1948  . . . 

1.98 

13.9 

1949 . . . . . 

1.88 

14.0 

1950 . . . 

2. 00 

14.3 

1961  . . . . . 

2.11 

15.7 

1952 . . 

2.  09 

16.0 

1953 . . . . 

2. 04 

16.4 

1954. . . . . . . 

2.12 

17.2 

1955  . . . . 

1.99 

17.7 

195G_ . . . . . 

1.  97 

17.9 

1957 . . . 

1.93 

18.8 

1958  _ _ _ 

1 1.  72 

19.3 

19.6 

1  Preliminary. 

Source:  Office  of  Price,  Murray  Thompson,  USDA: 


Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  never  once  in  the  past  15 
years  has  a  drop  in  the  pride  of  wheat 
been  reflected,  even  by  a  fraction  of  a 
cent,  in  the  price  of  bread,  pastries,  or 
other  products  made  from  wheat. 

After  all  the  experience  of  the  past, 
it  seems  unconscionable  that  Secretary 
Benson  would  now  propose  a  still 
further  drop  in  the  price  of  wheat. 
Everyone  knows  full  well  that  it  would 
hurt  the  farmers  badly  and  be  of  no 
help  to  the  consumers. 

*  Mr.  President,  the  present  wheat  price 
support  bill  now  on  the  Senate  Calendar 
contains  some  good  features.  It 'would 
tighten  up  on  production  controls — and 
this,  along  with  the  80  percent  price 
support  feature  and  a  20  percent  cut  in 
quotas,  would  mean  some  lowering  of 
production.  It  provides  price  supports 
of  65  percent  of  parity  for  farmers  who 
are  willing  to  plant  within  their  present 
quotas,  and  80  percent  of  parity  for 
those  who  would  reduce  their  acreage 
by  20  percent. 

Anyone  who  is  acquainted  with  the 
wheat  farming  business  would  agree,  I 
am  sure,  that  practically  all  farmers 
would  take  the  lower  price  support  to 
avoid  a  20  percent  reduction  in  produc¬ 
tion.  For  all  practical  purposes,  it  is  a 
65  percent  price  support  bill.  This 
would  mean  $1.53  a  bushel  wheat  for 
farmers  at  a  time  when  the  cost  of 
everything  they  have  to  buy  for  their 
operations  is  increasing  sharply.  At 
best,  this  bill  would  result  in  no  more 
than  a  100  to  150  million  bushel  drop  in 
production.  The  bill  could  be  consider¬ 
ably  improved  by  adding  one  additional 
feature.  That  is,  providing  75  percent 
of  parity  supports,  or  the  present  level, 
to  farmers  who  would  be  willing  to  re¬ 
duce  their  acreage  by  10  percent.  Even 
if  we  retain  a  provision  for  75  percent 
supports,  because  of  Secretary  Benson’s 
change  in  the  parity  formula,  it  will 
mean  5  cents  a  bushel  less  than  the  75 
percent  supports  of  last  year.  If 
farmers  reduced  their  acreage  20  per¬ 
cent,  they  would  still  only  get  80  per¬ 
cent  of  parity,  or  $1.87  a  bushel,  which 


is  only  5  cents  a  bushel  more  than  the 
$1.82  a  bushel  they  received  last  year 
under  the  75  percent  program. 

May  I  again  emphasize,  Mr.  President, 
that  if  farmers  reduce  their  acreages  by 
20  percent  under  the  bill,  they  would  still 
get  only  5  cents  a  bushel  more  than  they 
got  last  year  for  planting  within  their 
quotas. 

Providing  75  percent  supports — under 
the  new  parity  formula  $1.77  a  bushel — 
for  those  farmers  willing  to  reduce  their 
production  by  10  percent  would  make 
this  a  much  more  workable,  effective, 
and  acceptable  wheat  program.  It  would 
mean  a  far  greater  decrease  in  wheat 
production.  While  this  would  still  be  far 
from  a  good  bill,  it  certainly  would  be 
much  better  than  none  at  all — and  im¬ 
measurably  better  than  that  proposed 
by  Secretary  Benson. 

The  pending  bill  is  intended  only  as 
stopgap  legislation  to  help  curtail  sur¬ 
pluses  until  a  better  program  can  be 
worked  out  by  the  farm  organizations, 
other  interested  people.  Congress,  and 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  if  he  is 
willing  to  cooperate. 

Mr.  President,  I  would  much  prefer  the 
domestic  parity  plan  to  anything  that 
has  been  proposed  to  date.  I  shall  sup¬ 
port  other  Senators  who  will  offer  this 
as  a  substitute  for  the  pending  bill.  If 
this  motion  should  lose,  I  will  then  offer 
amendments  to  improve  the  pending  bill. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  California  yield  to  me 
so  that  I  may  commend  the  Senator 
from  North  Dakota? 

Mr.  ENGLE.  I  yield,  with  the  under¬ 
standing  that  I  do  not  lose  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  wish  to  commend 
the  Senator  from  North  Dakota,  who  is 
not  only  a  member  of  the  Senate  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry,  but 
is  thoroughly  familiar  with  the  problem 
which  will  soon  be  under  consideration, 
and  that  i,s  the  wheat  problem.  Every¬ 
one  agrees  there  is  a  wheat  surplus  in 
this  country  and  that  the  solution  of 
this  problem  is  not  an  easy  one. 

I  appreciate  very  much  the  statement 
of  the  Senator  from  North  Dakota  that 
a  reduction  in  acreage  and  a  reduction 
in  price  supports  will  not  solve  the  wheat 
problem  but  may  aggravate  it.  It  is  a 
question  we  should  deal  with  on  a  per¬ 
manent  basis.  I  hope,  before  we  get 
through  considering  this  bill,  we  may 
be  able  to  adopt  a  two-price  parity  sys¬ 
tem  which  would  provide  parity  price 
for  wheat  produced  for  domestic  con¬ 
sumption,  and  an  equitable  price  for 
wheat,  other  than  that  needed  for 
domestic  consumption. 

On  February  19,  I  introduced  S.  1170 
which  is  cosponsored  by  many  other 
Senators  from  the  wheat-producing 
area. 

This  bill  if  enacted  into  law  would 
stabilize  wheat  marketing,  thereby  sta¬ 
bilizing  the  income  of  wheat  farmers 
and  reduce  Government  stocks  of  wheat. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  I  appreciate  the  remarks  made 
by  my  good  friend  and  one  who  lives 
in  the  greatest  wheat-producing  State 
of  all  and  one  who  has  made  a  thorough 
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#  study  of  this  problem.  Men  like  the 
Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Carlson] 
have  spent  their  lifetimes  in  the  wheat 
business.  They  know  more  about  what 
can  be  done  with  a  price  support  pro¬ 
gram  than  do  all  the  “sidewalk”  farmers 
who  have  been  brought  to  Washington 
to  try  to  solve  the  wheat  problem. 

I  wish  we  had  someone  in  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  who  had  the  good, 
common  horse-sense  knowledge  of  wheat 
that  the  Senator  from  Kansas  does. 

Mr.  YOUI^G  of  rtorth  Dakota.  Mr. 

President,  I  wish  to  express  \ny  appre¬ 
ciation  to  the  distinguished^  Senator 
from  California  for  his  courtesy  m  yield¬ 
ing  so  that  I  might  make  my  statement. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  It  was  a  pleasure  toVield 
to  the  Senator. 

Mr.  President - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Th> 
Senator  from  California  has  the  floor.'1 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ENGLE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  may  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  West  Virginia  for  the 
purpose  of  making  a  statement,  without 
losing  my  right  to  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
Senator  from  California?  The  Chair 
hears  none,  and  it  is  so  ordered, 

COAL  RESEARCH  AND  DEVELOP¬ 
MENT  COMMISSION 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr. 
President,  the  House  Committee  on  In¬ 
terior  and  Insular  Affairs  has  unani¬ 
mously  reported  H.R.  6596,  which  would 
create  an  independent  Coal .  Research 
and  Development  Commission  to  encour¬ 
age  and  stimulate  the  production  and 
conservation  of  coal.  The  bill  is  iden¬ 
tical  to  S.  49,  which  was  introduced  in 
the  Senate  on  January  9,  by  the  junior 
Senator  from  Illinois,  the  senior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Montana,  the  senior  Senator 
from  Colorado,  the  senior  Senator  from 
Wyoming,  and  the  Senators  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania,  Kentucky,  and  West  Virginia. 

It  is  mandatory  that  one  of  these 
measures  receive  quick  and  favorable  ac¬ 
tion  by  the  Senate.  In  order  that  my 
colleagues  may  familiarize  themselves 
with  the  need  for  and  intent  of  coal  re¬ 
search  legislation,  I  should  like  to  Re¬ 
count  briefly  the  history  of  this/im¬ 
portant  proposal.  In  June,  195fr  the 
House  of  Representatives,  alert  to  coal’s 
prominent  role  in  the  Nation’s Economic 
structure  and  mobilization  /base,  ap¬ 
proved  without  a  single  obj/ction  a  res¬ 
olution  to  undertake  a  study  of  the  ad¬ 
visability  of  a  coal  research  program. 
Hearings  were  held  in  Pennsylvania, 
Virginia,  Ohio,  and /Oklahoma.  Wit¬ 
nesses  included  officials  of  seven  States, 
representatives  of /oal,  railroad,  electric 
utility,  and  oth ejr  allied  industries,  and 
members  of  th/united  Mine  Workers  of 
America.  Tlyf  U.S.  Bureau  of  Mines 
also  took  pan;  in  the  hearings. 

By  Augjfst  1957,  the  subcommittee 
conducting  the  investigation  had  ac- 
cumula/d  adequate  information  to  rec¬ 
ommend  without  qualification  that  an 
independent  Coal  Research  Commission 


be  established.  The  subcommittee  based 
its  findings  on  these  principal  factors: 

First.  Coal  reserves  of  the  United 
States  are  the  Nation’s  greatest  mineral 
resource  available  for  immediate  de¬ 
velopment  and  use. 

Second.  An  economic  stimulant  is 
needed  to  reduce  unemployment  in  coal 
areas. 

Third.  There  is  a  compelling  need, 
from  the  standpoint  of  the  coal  indus¬ 
try’s  economy  and  the  Nation’s  future 
^fuel  requirements,  for  a  coal  research 
program. 

I  submit,  Mr.  President,  that  condi¬ 
tions  which  precipitated  the  House  sub¬ 
committee  report  in  1957  have  increased 
in  intensity  during  the  intervening 
period.  Unemployment  is  up  in  coal 
communities.  Energy  demand  for  the 
country  is  increasing.  Continued  im- 
,  provement  in  mining  methods,  advanced 
techniques  in  transportation,  and  new 
$es  for  coal  need  to  be  developed  to 
provide  more  work  for  our  miners  and  a 
greater  degree  of  fuels  security  for  the 
United  States  in  peace  and  war. 

Over-Xhe  course  of  the  early  months  of, 
this  session  of  Congress,  the  senior  Sei 
ator  from.  West  Virginia  and  I  ha/e 
sought  to  acquaint  the  Senate  with/the 
factors  behind  the  economic  difficulties 
of  an  industry  representing  America’s 
principal  sourcK  of  fuel  supply/  In  our 
State,  where  about  one-third  on  the  Na¬ 
tion’s  total  coal  output  emanates,  the 
grim  shadow  of  jobfessnes/continues  to 
darken  many  communities.  A  closed 
mine  deprives  not  onlV/the  miners  and 
their  families  of  a  mamas  of  livelihood. 
It  brings  furloughs  m  ranroaders  whose 
jobs  depend  upon  Urfe  movement  of  coal. 
It  affects  employees  of  industries  as¬ 
sociated  with  co/f  and  wholes^e  and  re¬ 
tail  businesses/serving  mining  amd  rail¬ 
roading  corqmunities.  It  slashes  tax 
revenue  frojad  city  hall  to  State  cap^tol  to 
the  U.S.  Treasury. 

While/i  do  not  foresee  the  creation 
of  a  goal  research  commission  as  tl 
magi/  formula  through  which  the  eco-N 
normc  problems  confronting  our  stricken 
communities'  will  be  automatically  re¬ 
vived,  there  is  no  question  but  that  a 
Droad,  long-range  research  and  develop¬ 
ment  program  will  gradually  lessen  the 
difficulties  which  have  prevailed  through¬ 
out  most  coal  regions  for  an  agoniz¬ 
ingly  long  period  of  years. 

A  coal  research  program  is  not  enough 
in  itself.  I  would  be  less  than  frank  if 
I  were  to  covney  the  impression  that  this 
plan  for  an  independent  research  com¬ 
mission  is  the  complete  answer  to  the 
problems  which  beset  us.  Yet,  should 
the  Congress  in  its  wisdom  accept  the 
provisions  of  H.R.  6596  or  S.  49,  those 
of  our  citizens  dependent  upon  a  going 
coal  industry  will  find  new  hope  on  a 
horizon  which  thus  far  has  been  barren 
and  bleak. 

Congressional  recognition  of  the  need 
for  improving  conditions  in  coal  States 
through  a  vigorous  research  effort  will 
be  welcomed  enthusiastically  in  all  coal 
regions.  It  will  give  official  substantia¬ 
tion  to  analyses  by  fuel  experts  who 
place  an  increasing  reliance  upon  coal 
in  the  years  ahead.  Of  greater  signifi¬ 


cance  is  the  likelihood  that,  as  more 
and  more  of  coal’s  potential  is  develoj 
through  science  and  research,  new 
dustries  will  move  into  areas  of 
dant  coal  reserves. 

In  1952  the  President’s  Materials  Pol¬ 
icy  Commission,  in  its  reportynn  “Re¬ 
source  for  Freedom,”  served  notification 
that  such  electroprocess  iimustries  as 
aluminum  would  break  loose  from  their 
long  dependence  on  hydroelectric  power 
to  move  closer  to  sources  of  coal.  With¬ 
in  a  few  short  years  following  publica¬ 
tion  of  that  report/aluminum’s  march 
into  the  coalfield/was  underway.  We 
now  have  a  hap*<y  family  of  the  coal, 
electric  utility,  /nd  aluminum  industries 
providing  substantial  employment  along 
the  Ohio  R/er  in  West  Virginia.  The 
Commissions  report  also  visualized  pro¬ 
gressively greater  use  of  coal  by  the 
chemicE/  industry  and,  eventually,  in  a 
synth/is  fuels  industry. 

War must  never  lose  sight  of  the  fact 
thy the  coal  reserves  of  this  Nation  make 
u/ more  than  90  percent  of  our  total 
lergy  resources.  The  diligent  efforts  of 
'our  great  petroleum  and  natural  gas  in¬ 
dustries  will  continue  to  produce  a  sub¬ 
stantial  flow  of  energy  to  meet  the  re¬ 
quirements  of  rising  population  and  in¬ 
creased  industrial  activity.  There  will 
come  a  time,  ^however,  when  these  re¬ 
serves  will  be  exhausted.  When  this  day 
arrives,  coal  must  be  ready  as  a  sub¬ 
stitute  fuel.  The  feasibility  of  producing 
liquid  and  gaseous  fuels  by  synthesis  has 
long  been  established.  The  German  air 
force  was  powered  by  synthetic  gasoline 
almost  exclusively  during  the  closing 
months  of  World  War  II.  Experimental 
plants  in  the  United  States  have  pro¬ 
duced  gasoline  from  coal,  but  only 
through  science  and  research  will  maxi¬ 
mum  economy  of  operation  and  utiliza¬ 
tion  be  achieved.  • 

From  the  consumer’s  point  of  view, 
there  are  numerous  other  factors  in¬ 
volved  in  a  coal  research  program.  Coal 
is  already  the  basis  of  countless  chemical 
products.  By  capturing  the  gases  and 
Sfars  in  metallurgical  ovens,  the  coke  and 
aemical  industries  have  been  able  to  de¬ 
velop  explosives,  plastics,  fertilizers,  ny¬ 
lons,  and  a  thousand  and  one  other  com¬ 
modities.  Research  has  been  responsi¬ 
ble  fov  delivering  electric  power  over 
greater  amd  greater  distances.  Vast  net¬ 
works  of'hmg  distance  lines  enabL  our 
utilities  toMeliver  electricity  where  it  is 
needed  whenat  is  needed  with  a  high  de¬ 
gree  of  efficiency.  Officials  of  the  Ana¬ 
conda  Wire  and  Cable  Co.  recently  an¬ 
nounced  the  opening  of  a  new  high-vol¬ 
tage  research  laboratory  at  Hastings-on- 
Hudson,  N.Y.  The  decision  to  con¬ 
struct  the  new  facilities  was  prompted 
because  conventional  designs  for  under¬ 
ground  high  voltage  cables  have  prac¬ 
tically  reached  their  naximum  capa¬ 
bilities,  indicating  the  neeosfor  improved 
cable-system  design.- 

The  New  York  Times  of  A^ril  26  de¬ 
scribed  a  broiler-fed  pump  turbine  and 
other  developments  which  are  whelping 
to  cut  down  electric  bills.  Other  equip¬ 
ment  manufacturers,  as  well  as  utilities 
themselves,  are  conducting  intensive 
studies  of  this  nature  to  keep  electr 
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depletion  allowance,  under  the  Senator’s 
proposal;  while,  on  the  other  hand,  an 
independent  producer  who  might  be 
worth  $1 'million  would,  under  the  Sen¬ 
ator’s  proposal,  be  permitted  the  benefit 
of  that  allowance,  even  though  he  was 
in  better  financial  shape  than  Grandma 
Jones,  who  had  inherited  6  shares  of 
stock.  Why  should  not  the  old  lady, 
who  happened  to\wn  6  shares  of  stock 
in  a  substantial  company,  receive  the 
same  tax  treatment  \s  the  independent 
who  might  be  worth  million? 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  iK  is  interesting, 
Mr.  President,  that  whenever  Standard 
Oil  Company  or  other  corporate  enter¬ 
prises  which  have  such  enormous  advan¬ 
tages  are  mentioned,  it  is  always  Grand¬ 
ma  Jones  who  is  said  to  havXa  little 
stock  and  who  would  be  seriously  af¬ 
fected.  The  fact  vis  that  all  stockhold¬ 
ers,  whether  Grandma  Jones  ok  a 
wealthy  stockholder,  have  the  same  pro¬ 
tection  the  big  corporations  haw 
Grandma  Jones  is  in  the  same  position,'’ 
as  a  stockholder,  as  all  the  other  stock¬ 
holders  of  corporations,  which  can 
spread  their  losses  over  their  gains. 
They  can  diversify.  The  problems  of 
the  costs  of  explorations  and  bringing 
in  dry  holes  would  not  adversely  affect 
Grandma  Jones.  The  fact  is  that  the 
big  oil  companies  pay  far  less  in  taxes^ 
than  do  other  comparable  corporations,*® 
that  their  risks  are  less  than  those  of 
comparable  corporations,  and  that  the 
case  for  giving  them  special  tax  treat¬ 
ment  cannot  be  rationally  justified  on 
the  basis  that  there  are  stockholders  of 
the  company  whose  incomes  are  modest. 

On  that  basis,  justification  could  be 
made  for  a  complete  exemption,  I  pre¬ 
sume,  for  any  corporation,  because  it 
could  be  found  that  a  widow  or  an 
orphan  depended  on  that  company  for 
income.  Therefore,  it  could  be  said  that 
when  that  corporation  was  forced  to  pay 
the  same  taxes  as  every  other  company, 
we  were  hurting  the  pool-  orphan  or 
widow. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LONG.  The  Senator  knows  I  have 
been  fairly  consistent  in  my  efforts  to 
favor  Grandma  Jones.  My  efforts 
provide  welfare  increase  and  adequate 
social  security  payments  should  §now 
that  my  heart  is  in  it. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Grandma  Juries  has 
no  better  friend  than  the  distinguished 
junior  Senator  from  Louisia: 

Mr.  LONG.  While  the  S/iator  from 
Wisconsin  attempts  to  be  eminently  fair 
to  the  independent  producer,  one  point 
that  occurs  to  me  is  tjyat  in  a  number 
of  cases  the  practicaVapplication  of  his 
proposal  would  mealn  stockholders — in 
many  instances  jk nail  stockholders — 
would  be  denied/oecause  of  the  type  of 
corporation  inywhich  they  have  stock, 
the  same  treatment,  which  the  Senator 
describes  ajr  favored  tax  treatment, 
which  the  ^Senator  would  accord  to  some 
very  substantial  producers  in  the  oil  and 
gas  ind/stry. 

I  pomt  that  fact  out  to  the  Senator  to 
shoy  him  the  complexities  of  the  prob- 
leiyfs  to  which  his  proposal  is  directed.  If 
the  stockholders  of  Standard  Oil 


Co.,  for  example,  were  millionaires, 
I  think  the  Senators  proposal  would 
not  present  this  problem.  A  prob¬ 
lem  is  presented  when  one  recog¬ 
nizes  the  fact  that  the  vast  majority  of 
stockholders  are  not  wealthy.  Perhaps 
it  may  be  that  the  ownership  of  most  of 
the  stock  is  in  the  hands  of  the  wealthy, 
but  I  know  that  the  vast  majority  of 
stockholders  are  not  wealthy,  and  they 
coulc^,  with  good  grace,  claim  tax  treat¬ 
ment  as  favorable  as  that  which  the  Sen¬ 
ator  would  seek  to  accord  to  the  inde¬ 
pendent  producer  of  oil  and  gas. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  What  we  are  try¬ 
ing  to  do  it  to  put  all  stockholders  on 
the  same  basis,  whether  they  have  stock 
in  oil  corporations,  steel  corporations, 
or  automobile  corporations.  We  are  at¬ 
tempting  to  eliminate  discrimination. 
If  some  tax  benefit  should  accrue  to  the 
independent  entrepreneur  who  owns  an 
oil  company,  it  seems  to  me  there  is 
some  justification  for  it — and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Louisiana  is  much  more  fa- 
iliar  with  the  field  than  I  am — be- 
use  the  entrepreneur  takes  risks,  he 
gc?fc>  out  and  does  the  work,  and  he  has/ 
theNmagination  and  initiative,  and  per/ 
haps \e  should  have  that  extraordinary 
reward 

It  is  important,  therefore,  that  Ve  not 
only  sto^s.  further  erosion  of  the  tax 
structure,  nut  that  we  begin Vto  undo 
some  of  theSdamage  already' done.  It 
would  be  plainly  impossible' to  cure  all 
the  defects  at  once.  Buy a  start  can, 
and  should,  be  made. 

SPECIAL  PROVISIONS  FOE  OIL  AND  GAS 

The  most  conspicuous  of  these  abuses 
is  the  271/2  percent/lepletion  allowance 
on  income  from  on  andSgas.  Under  the 
present  law,  a  lyost  of  cokts  and  special 
allowances  areydeductible  nom  gross  in¬ 
come  even  before  the  depletion  allow¬ 
ance  applies/  These  are ; 

First.  OjZrating  costs. 

Of  course,  this  is  a  deduction  every 
industry  has,  but  perhaps  it  is  thk  only 
deduction  every  industry  has  whicij  is 
notya  special  deduction  for  the  oil 
di^rry. 

This  is  aside  and  apart  from  the  de-x 
letion  allowance.  There  is  this  terrific 
advantage  of  the  fast  writeoff,  which 
many  experts  say  is  more  advantageous 
than  even  the  oil  depletion  allowance. 

Second.  Intangible  drilling  and  de¬ 
velopment  costs.  These  can  be  written 
off  in  1  year  and  not  spread  over  a  period 
of  years,  as  is  the  case  in  other  industries. 
It  has  been  estimated  that  between  75 
and  90  percent  of  all  costs  can  be  written 
off  in  1  year  in  this  manner.  We  have, 
therefore,  accorded  to  this  industry  vir¬ 
tually  the  ultimate  in  accelerated  depre¬ 
ciation  and  fast  tax  writeoffs. 

Third.  Unsuccessful  or  dry  holes,  of 
course,  can  be  written  off. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LONG.  When  the  Senator  talks 
about  intangible  drilling  costs,  he  is  re¬ 
ferring  to  the  taking  depreciation  at  one 
time.  A  man  drills  an  oil  or  gas  well. 
Assuming  the  well  is  successful,  the  cost 
can  be  depreciated  over  a  long  period  of 
time,  it  is  true;  but  it  is  also  possible  for 
a  person,  if  he  desires  it,  to  elect  to  take 


his  depreciation  at  one  time,  particu^ 
larly  his  intangible  cost.  That  coy 
might  include  the  labor  he  hired  to  d/ill 
the  well,  as  an  example.  That  labor  is 
gone.  The  pipe  in  the  ground  is  pot  in¬ 
tangible.  That  is  an  asset  winch  will 
remain  there,  but  the  labor  to  help  turn 
the  rotary  rig  is  used  up  at  tjze  time  the 
well  is  drilled. 

Unless  the  person  has  ari vast  amount 
of  money  to  keep  tied  upon  capital  over 
a  long  period  of  time,  he  has  to  have  the 
advantage  of  a  fas/  tax  writeoff  in 
order  to  drill  moreywells.  But  once  he 
takes  the  depreciation;  it  is  gone;  he 
cannot  take  it  again. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  The  enormous  ad¬ 
vantage  to  which  I  have  referred  is  an 
advantage  with  which  I  am  familiar  to 
some  extent,  as  a  small  businessman.  We 
spent  a/fot  of  money  in  getting  our 
printing  company  going,  and  our  de¬ 
velopment  costs  were  substantial.  It 
would  have  been  wonderful  if  we  could 
haye  written  the  costs  off  at  once. 

isinesses  all  over  America  have  that 
5roblem.  It  would  be  a  great  advan- 
tage  if  such  little  businesses  could  have 
a  fast  writeoff  of  such  costs,  but  they 
cannot.  They  are  required  by  the  In¬ 
ternal  Revenue  laws  to  spread  those 
costs  over  a  period  of  years.  As  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  has  pointed  out, 
that  is  a  disadvantage,  because  they  have 
to  have  their  money  tied  up.  A  fast 
writeoff  is  another  special  benefit  that 
the  oil  industry  has.  We  are  not  trying 
to  eliminate  that  advantage;  but  we  are 
trying  to  put  it  in  its  proper  perspec¬ 
tive. 

Mr.  LONG.  I  hope  the  Senator  re¬ 
alizes  that  the  problems  of  an  oil  or 
gas  producer  differ,  and  very  widely, 
from  those  in  other  manufacturing  in¬ 
dustries.  The  oil  and  gas  industry  is 
very  speculative  and  risky. 

I  wonder  if  the  Senator  has  looked  at 
the  study  made  by  the  Chase  National 
Bank,  which  indicates  that  for  do¬ 
mestic  producers  in  this  country,  even 
when  we  consider  the  271/2  percent  de¬ 
pletion  allowance  and  the  intangible 
drilling  cost,  the  profits  have  been  just 
k  about  the  same  as  those  for  the  average 
lanufacturing  industry  in  America, 
jes  the  Senator  know  that? 

PROXMIRE.  I  was  aware  of 
that\  The  fact  is,  of  course,  that  in  all 
industries  one  tends  to  get  an  equalizer, 
because\if  there  is  an  industry  which 
has  greaKadvantages,  as  the  oil  indus¬ 
try  has,  what  happens  is  that  the  stock 
is  bid  up,  nWe  people  enter  the  indus¬ 
try,  and  competition  becomes  greater. 
Therefore,  the\r>rivilege  becomes  capi¬ 
talized  into  theNindustry  itself.  Then 
when  one  attempts  to  eliminate  this 
privilege  one  encounters  the  problem  of 
having  a  capitalized  advantage  which  it 

is ,  necessary  to  overcopie.  I  recognize 
that,  certainly. 

Mr.  LONG.  Perhaps  the  Senator  is 
touching  upon  the  economic  theory 
known  as  the  free-flow-of-c^pital  the¬ 
ory.  That  is  one  of  the  hidden  secrets 
of  the  capitalistic  system  whicfvmakes 
it  work.  In  other  words,  if  a  business 
is  very  profitable,  there  is  a  tendency 
for  large  numbers  of  people  to  go  hjto 

it.  The  competitive  effect  is  that  it 
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•tends  more  or  less  to  equalize  conditions 
as  between  industries.  The  fact  that 
the  oil  industrk.  today  is  not  producing 
the  full  requirements  of  the  Nation  for 
fuel,  on  the  one  h'^nd,  and  the  fact  that 
even  with  these  incentives  it  does  not 
appear  to  be  any  more  profitable  than 
the  average  of  the  manufacturing  indus¬ 
tries  would  certainly  at  least  tend  to 
support  the  argument  that  this  industry, 
with  the  tax  advantages  it  is  permitted, 
is  really  about  on  the  samb.basis  as  the 
average  manufacturing  industry.  I  am 
curious  to  know  the  Senator’s  miction  to 
that  point. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  My  reactiorkis  that 
I  am  astounded  and  astonishedAlt  is 
my  understanding  that  in  Texas  they  are 
now  up  to  12  days  of  production  a 
month,  and  last  year  they  were  down\o 
7  days  of  production  a  month.  We  havi 
a  tremendous  amount  of  oil.  We  do  not' 
need  more.  The  President  recently  im¬ 
posed  quotas,  over  the  strenuous  objec¬ 
tions  of  some  of  us.  We  have  tried  to 
do  what  we  could  to  have  those  quotas 
rescinded. 

We  are  not  in  a  situation  where  we 
desperately  need  more  oil.  The  situa¬ 
tion  is  almost  the  same  as  with  the  farm 
problem.  We  have  an  embarrassing 
abundance  of  oil. 

Mr.  LONG.  Perhaps  the  Senator  real¬ 
izes  there  is  a  problem  with  respect  to 
limiting  the  amount  of  oil  which  is  pro¬ 
duced  in  Texas,  and  the  same  thing  is 
true  in  Louisiana.  This  relates  to  the 
fact  that  there  is  only  so  much  storage 
capacity  above  ground.  If  one  takes 
more  oil  out  of  the  ground  than  there  are 
tanks  in  which  to  store  it,  all  that  can  be 
done  is  to  pour  the  oil  on  the  ground  and 
waste  it.  It  would  be  better  to  keep  the 
oil  in  the  ground  than  to  pour  it  on  the 
ground  and  watch  it  evaporate  after  it 
has  been  extracted  from  the  earth.  Un¬ 
derneath  the  ground  the  oil  is  in  a  sub¬ 
terranean  reservoir  from  which  it  can 
be  extracted.  Once  it  is  taken  from  the 
ground,  if  there  is  no  storage  in  which 
to  put  it,  the  oil  is  simply  lost.  That 
being  the  case,  it  makes  no  sense  to  waste 
our  resources.  I  know  the  Senator  is  a 
conservationist  and  would  not  want  to 
waste  the  oil. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  I  agree  with  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  completely; 
That  is  why  it  seems  to  me  to  be  ridici 
lous  to  provide  tax  incentives  to  provide 
for  the  exploration  and  the  development 
of  this  precious  natural  resource/ at  a 
more  rapid  rate  than  necessary. 

Mr.  LONG.  Assuming  that/ve  were 
cut  off  from  the  Venezuelan /oil  ip  the 
event  of  war,  and  assuming  jwe  were  cut 
off  from  the  Saudi  Arabian/ oil,  does  the 
Senator  know  that  the  productive  ca¬ 
pacity  of  all  the  wells  i/America  is  just 
about  that  which  is  needed  to  provide 
our  own  requirement/  for  fuel? 

Mr.  PROXMIRE/  It  think  this  is  the 
most  eloquent  argument  there  is,  per¬ 
haps,  for  us  not  fro  provide  incentives  for 
the  more  rapid/exploration  and  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  oil  we  have.  We  have  only 
so  much  in/he  reserves  in  this  country, 
and  if  we  provide  incentives  for  develop¬ 
ing  that potential  more  rapidly,  making 
them  ppved  reserves,  with  incentives  for 
keeping  out  the  importation  of  foreign 


oil,  we  will  use  up  this  precious  resource, 
and  in  the  event  of  a  national  catastro¬ 
phe  and  emergency  we  will  be  in  a  far 
less  powerful  position. 

Mr.  LONG.  Is  the  Senator  familiar 
with  the  fact  that  in  this  Nation  we  have 
enough  oil,  which  can  be  discovered,  to 
provide  our  oil  requirements  for  the  next 
100  years,  but  that  one  cannot  produce 
the  oil  unless  we  have  the  wells?  The 
President’s  committee  made  a  study  of 
the  matter.  The  reason  the  committee 
proposed  limiting  oil  imports  was  that 
the  number  of  new  wells  was  falling  off, 
as  the  old'wells  were  being  depleted,  to 
such  an  extent  that  failure  to  maintain 
the  domestic  industry  could  mean  over 
a  peyiod  of  time  that  we  would  not  be 
able  to  provide  the  domestic  require¬ 
ments  in  the  event  of  a  national  emer¬ 
gency.  I  thought  the  Senator  was 
familiar  with  that. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  I 
i^as  familiar  with  that,  and  was  also 
familiar  with  the  fact  that  we  have  great 
potential  oil  development.  I  am  not  sure 
it  is\a  100-year  supply,  for  that  is  not 
exactly  the  figure  I  had  heard.  The 
length  Vf  supply  varies  somewhat,  dp 
pendingNjpon  the  usage  of  oil  as  fuel, 
and  otherysources  of  consumption/  It 
might  well  ye  that  the  supply  woujfl  last 
100  years,  b\t  it  might  last  fo/longer 
than  that  or  ror  less  than  that/because  i 
of  other  factor! 

One  point  is  'fundament/  and  very 
simple.  If  we  areSgoing  t /preserve  our 
natural  resources,  ye  cpnot  do  it  by 
providing  tax  laws  tto  (/courage  imme¬ 
diate  or  more  rapid  exploitation  of  the 
resources  we  have. 

Mr.  LONG.  Do/  thA  Senator  ever 
think  about  the  /natter  y-om  another 
point  of  view?  Suppose  weyave  to  fight 
for  survival  in/ a  national  ^emergency. 
Then  the  step we  have  could  not  be  put 
into  the  oil  yells,  because  the  steel  would 
be  needed  par  tanks,  for  ships,  for y lanes, 
for  guns/nd  for  all  the  various  retire¬ 
ments  of  a  war  economy.  Under  those 
conditions  we  would  need  the  oil  i\o- 
ducti/n,  but  we  could  not  allot  steel 
it.  /We  need  to  have  the  wells  at  th? 
tipe  the  fighting  starts.  Under  the' 
roper  conditions,  rather  than  being 
/months  or  years  away  from  being  able 
to  produce  the  essential  fuel  require¬ 
ments,  we  would  be  in  a  position  to 
produce  them  when  the  emergency  arose. 

The  administration  wisely  recognized 
that  point,  and  that  is  the  basis  of  the 
concept  upon  which  the  administration 
is  seeking  to  maintain  the  fuel  industry. 

I  hope  the  Senator  also  knows  that  if 
we  consider  shale,  which  is  a  practical 
source  for  fuel  production  even  now, 
and  which  exists  in  tremendous  quanti¬ 
ties  in  the  Western  States  such  as  Colo¬ 
rado  and  Wyoming,  there  is  enough  po¬ 
tential  fuel  in  the  known  shale  reserves 
to  last  this  Nation  1,000  years.  There 
is  that  much  oil  which  can  be  extracted 
from  the  shale.  So  far  as  a  danger  of 
running  out  of  oil  is  concerned,  that 
danger  does  not  exist.  The  danger  is  in 
not  being  able  to  produce  the  oil  when  it 
is  needed. 

I  hope  the  Senator  will  give  some 
thought  to  that  phase  of  the  question, 
and  I  think  that  phase  is  where  so  many 


people  fail  to  understand  the  proble 
The  ability  to  produce  the  oil  when/t  is 
needed  is  the  essential  point  of  the phole 
problem.  It  is  not  a  question /f  the 
ability  to  produce  the  oil  ultinptely. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  Prpdent,  to 
continue  my  remarks,  the  pxt  advan¬ 
tage  is : 

Fourth.  The  14-point  /reduction  in 
the  tax  itself — or  a  repction  from  52 
percent  to  38  percenp  on  taxable  in¬ 
come — for  income  derived  from  opera¬ 
tions  abroad  in  the  Western  Hemisphere; 
Venezuela,  Canada,  Mexico,  and  so 
forth. 

Fifth.  Royal/  payments  abroad,  par¬ 
ticularly  in  tbe  Near  East  may  be  dis¬ 
guised  as  income  tax  payments  for 
which  th/foreign  tax  credit  is  then 
available /  so  that  a  company  then 
escapes /liability  for  U.S.  tax  by  being 
allowe/ to  take  a  tax  credit  for  payment 
whic/  a  domestic  taxpayer  would  be 
pei/nitted  only  to  deduct  from  gross  in¬ 
come  rather  than  to  take  as  a  credit 
jainst  tax. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  (Mr. 
Moss  in  the  chair).  Does  the  Senator 
yield? 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  I  yield  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Texas. 

fc- — — - —  -  _ _ 

ORDER  OF  BUSINESS— UNANIMOUS 
CONSENT  AGREEMENT  TO  VOTE 
ON  WHEAT  BILL 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Wisconsin 
may  yield  to  me  for  the  purpose  of  pro¬ 
posing  an  order  for  the  Senate,  with  the 
understanding  that  the  Senator  from 
Wisconsin  will  not  lose  his  right  to  the 
floor  by  so  doing. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  Texas?  The  Chair  hears  none, 
and  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum, 
and  I  shall  ask  that  the  order  be 
.rescinded  very  shortly. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
order  for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  am  informed  that  my  colleagues, 
the  Senator  from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Prox- 
mire],  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania 
[Mr.  Clark],  and  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  McCarthy]  have  brief 
statements  which  they  desire  to  make, 
which  are  unrelated  to  the  wheat  bill. 
In  order  to  accommodate  certain  Sena¬ 
tors  who  expect  to  be  absent  from  the 
Senate  late  tomorrow  evening,  I  have  at¬ 
tempted  to  arrive  at  a  unanimous-con¬ 
sent  agreement  with  the  minority  lead¬ 
er  concerning  the  wheat  bill.  Therefore, 
at  a  later  time,  I  shall  again  ask  the  in¬ 
dulgence  of  my  friend,  the  Senator  from 
Wisconsin,  to  propose  a  unanimous-con- 
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sent  agreement  which,  in  effect,  would 
be  as  follows:  that  at  the  conclusion  of 
the  statements  of  the  Senator  from  Wis¬ 
consin,  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania 
and  the  Senator  from  Minnesota,  30 
minutes,  to  be  equally  divided,  be  allotted 
on  all  amendments  to  the  wheat  bill,  an 
hour  to  Senators  in  favor  of  the  bill,  and 
an  hour  to  Senators  opposed  to  the  bill. 

If  such  an  agreement  were  entered 
into,  I  should  expect  the  Senate  to  re¬ 
main  in  session  for  a  reasonable  time 
this  evening — perhaps  until  7  or  7:30 
p.m.,  or  even  as  late  as  a  quarter  to  8, 
so  as  to  have  as  much  discussion  as  pos¬ 
sible.  We  would  not  expect  final  action 
on  the  bill. 

I  would  then  ask  the  Senate  to  as¬ 
semble  tomorrow  at  an  early  hour — say 
10  o’clock — in  the  hope  that  amend¬ 
ments  could  be  offered,  a  motion  to  re¬ 
commit  could  be  made,  and  a  vote  on 
final  passage  could  be  obtained  at  an 
hour  which  would  permit  Senators  to 
keep  speaking  engagements  tomorrow 
evening. 

I  know  that  all  Senators,  whether 
they  come  from  wheat-producing  States 
or  not,  realize  the  necessity  of  early  ac¬ 
tion  on  the  bill.  I  understand  there  is 
an  expiration  date.  Most  members  of 
the  committee  feel  that  the  Senate 
should  take  very  prompt  action,  because 
less  than  2  weeks  are  left. 

Certain  Senators  are  on  their  way  to 
the  Chamber.  I  do  not  wish  to  ask  the 
Senator  from  Wisconsin'  [Mr.  Prox- 
mire  I  to  indulge  me  further  at  this  time. 
Later,  if  he  will  permit  me  to  do  so, 
when  certain  other  Senators  arrive  in 
the  Chamber,  I  shall  submit  a  proposed 
unanimous-consent  agreement. 

I  thank  the  Senator  from  Wisconsin 
very  much  for  his  courtesy  and  consid¬ 
eration. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  will 


Mr.  DIRKSEN.  No;  but  the  Senator 
from  Delaware  [Mr.  Williams]  has  just 
come  into  the  Chamber. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  shall  be 
glad  to  yield  to  him,  or  to  resume  later, 
when  the  Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr. 
Capehart]  is  present  in  the  Chamber. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  what  is  the  proposed  unani¬ 
mous-consent  agreement? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  when  the  Senator  from  Indiana 
[Mr.  Capehart]  and  other  Senators  who 
are  interested  reach  the  Chamber,  I  ex¬ 
pect  to  propose  a  unanimous-consent 
agreement  that,  following  brief  state¬ 
ments  by  certain  Senators,  there  be  an 
agreement  as  to  time,  which  would  al¬ 
locate  30  minutes  on  amendments,  to 
be  equally  divided  between  the  propo¬ 
nent  and  the  opponents,  and  2  hours  on 
the  bill,  to  be  equally  divided.  That 
arrangement  seemed  to  be  satisfactory 
to  the  minority  leader.  He  came  to  me 
and  stated  that  certain  Senators  on  his 
side  of  the  aisle  from  wheat-producing 
States  find  it  necessary  to  be  away  from 
the  city  tomorrow  afternoon,  but  he  was 
willing  to  have  the  Senate  convene  at 
an  early  hour  tomorrow.  I  have  spoken 
with  the  Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
McCarthy]  who  is  the  author  of  one 
amendment,  and  he  seems  to  think  that 
•.would  be  agreeable  to  him.  If  no  Sen¬ 
ator  objects,  I  should  like  to  have  that 
order  entered  tonight. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  President,  I 
have  just  entered  the  Chamber.  ~I  un¬ 
derstand  that  the  majority  leader  was 
discussing  a  proposed  unanimous-con¬ 
sent  agreement. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Let  me  ex¬ 
plain  the  circumstances  to  my  friend. 

The  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Dirk- 
sen]  states  that  certain  Senators  on  his 
side  of  the  aisle  from  wheat-producing 


the  Senator  from  Wisconsin  yield  for  States,  who  are  vitally  interested  in  the 


question  of  the  majority  leader? 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  In  order  that  I  may 
have  a  clear  understanding  of  the  pro¬ 
posal  of  the  majority  leader,  would  it 
allow  an  hour  on  each  amendment,  to 
be  equally  divided? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  .of  Texas.  No.  It 
would  allow  30  minutes  on  each  amend¬ 
ment,  to  be  equally  divided,  and  2  hours 
on  the  bill,  to  be  equally  divided. 

Mi*.  DIRKSEN.  There  was  no  sug¬ 
gestion  as  to  whether  or  not  there  would 
be  any  votes  tonight.  My  understand¬ 
ing  was  that  there  would  be  no  voting 
tonight. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  shall  be 
glad  to  agree  to  that. 

I  wish  to  have  the  Senate  complete 
action  on  the  bill,  and  I  wish  every  Sen¬ 
ator  to  have  an  opportunity  to  say  what 
he  wishes  to  say.  This  is  an  important 
piece  of  legislation.  I  have  the  respon¬ 
sibility  of  guiding  through  the  Senate 
proposed  legislation  reported  by  the 
committees.  I  myself  would  not  object 
to  a  vote  as  late  as  7 :30  p.m.,  but  if  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  feels  that  he  does 
not  want  a  vote  at  7:30,  I  am  prepared 
to  yield  to  his  desires. 

Does  the  Senator  wish  to  ask  me  any 
further  questions? 


bill,  need  to  leave  the  city  toworrow 
afternoon.  *  He  would  like  to  attempt  to 
arrive  at  an  arrangement  under  which 
there  will  be  no  votes  on  Friday.  I  do 
not  believe  that  we  can  arrange  not  to 
have  a  vote  on  Friday,  Monday,  or  any 
other  day — certainly  not  on  any  2  or  3 
days.  /  ,  ' 

Certain  proponents  of  amendments 
will  be  unable  to  be  present  on  Friday. 
Friday  and  Monday  are  both  bad  days, 
as  Senators  know.  On  those  days,  there 
is  a  high  absenteeism. 

I  suggest  that  we  consult  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  [Mr.  McCarthy]  who 
has  two  amendments,  and  see  if  he  would 
be  agreeable  to  having  the  Senate  con¬ 
vene  early  tomorrow,  with  a  time  limi¬ 
tation  of  30  minutes  on  amendments  and 
2  hours  on  the  bill,  to  be  equally  divided. 
The  Senator  from  Illinois  could  yield  15 
minutes  to  any  proponent  of  an  amend¬ 
ment,  and  I  could  do  the  same  on  my 
side.  That  arrangement  is  satisfactory 
to  the  Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Mc¬ 
Carthy].^  I  believe  it  would  be  satisfac¬ 
tory  to  other  Senators  who  are  interested. 
If -it  is  satisfactory  to  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  and  the  Senator  from  Indiana, 
I  shall  propose  such  an  agreement. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 
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Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  yield. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  Senator  from  Kan¬ 
sas  [Mr.  Carlson]  had  a  speech. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  The  Senator 
from  Kansas  spoke  with  me  earlier  in 
the  day,  and  expressed  the  hope  that  we 
would  not  attempt  to  pass  the  bill  to¬ 
night.  He  would  like  to  have  it  go  over 
until  tomorrow.  I  assured  him  that  that 
would  be  satisfactory,  and  that  I  would 
be  glad  to  consult  him  and  ascertain  how 
much  time  he  desired. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  If  we  have  a  limitation 
of  an  hour  to  a  side  on  the  bill,  and  the 
Senator  from  Kansas  wished  to  speak  for 
45  minutes,  as  I  have  heard  he  desires 
to  do,  that  would  leave  only  15  minutes 
on  his  side. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  He  would 
have  15  minutes  for  an  amendment.  If 
that  were  defeated,  he  could  offer 
another  amendment,  and  then  he  could 
have  time  yielded  to  him  on  the  bill. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  am  sure  we  will  use 
up  all  the  time  that  is  allowed  on  the 
bill. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  am  fear¬ 
ful  of  that.  That  is  why  I  want  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  a  minimum  of  time,  so  that  Sen¬ 
ators  who  have  engagements  on  Friday 
evening  may  keep  them.  I  have  been 
reading  about  a  do-nothing  Congress, 
and  I  want  to  do  something  to  accom¬ 
modate  as  many  Senators  as  possible. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  have  not  heard  a  word 
about  a  do-nothing  Congress  in  the  past 
1 1  years. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  The  Sena¬ 
tor  should  read  some  of  the  slick  maga¬ 
zines. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Members  of  a  do-noth¬ 
ing  Congress  do  not  have  the  time  to 
read  magazines. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield?  • 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  May  I  inquire  when  the 
limitation  of  time  would  begin? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  At  the  con¬ 
clusion  of  the  statements  by  the  Senator 
from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Proxmire],  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Mc¬ 
Carthy]  ,  and  the  Senator  from  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  [Mr.  Clark]. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  In  other  words,  if  a 
Senator  desired  to  speak  on  the  wheat 
bill  this  evening,  it  would  be  under  con¬ 
trolled  time. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Yes;  if  the 
Senator  got  to  it  tonight.  I  doubt  that 
he  could  get  to  it  this  evening. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  I  have  been  waiting 
since  12  o’clock  to  speak  on  the  bill. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  appreciate 
the  Senator’s  situation.  However,  I  have 
nothing  to  do  with  the  rules.  A  Senator 
spoke  on  the  China  policy.  Any  Senator, 
merely  by  saying  “Mr.  President,”  may 
be  recognized,  and  he  has  the  floor  from 
then  on  until  he  finishes  with  whatever 
he  wishes  to  say.  I  am  a  little  hesitant 
about  telling  any  Senator  just  when  he 
should  speak.  I  understand  the  Sena¬ 
tor’s  situation.  I  do  not  anticipate  that 
we  will  have  any  votes  on  the  wheat  bill 
this  evening.  I  should  like  to  work  out 
an  arrangement  which  will  suit  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Illinois,  the  minority  leader, 
who  said  two  or  three  Senators  on  his 
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side  had  to  leave  late  tomorrow.  There¬ 
fore,  I  thought  that  we  could  meet  at  10 
o’clock  tomorrow.  We  could  accommo¬ 
date  several  Senators.  Of  course  it  is 
entirely  immaterial  to  me.  I  have  no 
engagement,  and  I  am  able  to  remain 
here. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  I  was  going  to  suggest 
that  perhaps  nothing  could  be  gained  by 
operating  under  a  limitation  of  time 
this  evening.  If  some  of  us  were  able 
to  speak  on  the  wheat  bill  this  evening 
without  limitation,  we  might  simplify 
matters.  Perhaps  that  could  be  done. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  believe 
that  is  a  reasonable  suggestion.  The 
Senator  is  always  reasonable. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  I  have  a  substitute 
for  the  bill. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Does  the 
Senator  desire - 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  I  should  like  to 
make  a  very  brief  statement.  I  have  a 
substitute  for  the  wheat  bill.  I  doubt 
that  any  bill  which  could  come  before 
Congress  could  be  quite  so  important  to 
each  individual  Senator  as  the  substi¬ 
tute  I  shall  offer.  The  substitute  I  shall 
offer  to  the  wheat  bill  would  repeal  all 
farm  price  supports  beginning  with  the 
acreage  year  1960,  which  means  Janu¬ 
ary  1.  It  would  likewise  freeze  the  so- 
called  Government  surplus  of  from  $9  or 
$10  billion  worth  on  the  day  the  bill 
would  take  effect,  if  it  should  be  passed. 
It  would  then  permit  an  orderly  disposal 
of  the  surplus. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  am  fa¬ 
miliar  with  the  amendment.  I  do  not 
want  to  impose  on  the  other  Senators 
who  are  waiting  to  make  some  remarks 
by  having  the  Senator  explain  his 
amendment  at  this  time.  I  wish  to  be 
courteous  to  all  Senators.  If  the  Sena¬ 
tor  objects - 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  I  object  to  any 
unanimous-consent  agreement  unless  I 
can  state  what  I  want  to  do. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  will  not 
ask  my  good  friend  the  Senator  from 
Wisconsin  to  wait  until  the  Senator  has 
made  an  explanation  of  his  amendment. 
I  have  no  objection  to  increasing  the 
time  and  to  follow  the  suggestion  of  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska  not  to  have  the 
unanimous-consent  agreement  go  into 
operation  this  evening,  but  to  have  it 
start  tomorrow.  I  wish  to  accommodate 
the  minority  leader,  who  told  me  that 
two  or  three  Senators  on  his  side  had  to 
get  away  tomorrow.  I  wanted  to  make 
sure  that  we  would  have  an  early  vote 
tomorrow. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  I  was  merely  en¬ 
deavoring  to  impress  upon  Senators  that 
my  substitute  would  repeal,  beginning 
January  1,  1960,  all  price  supports,  and 
that  they  ought  to  have  some  time  to 
think  about  it.  They  ought  to  have  some 
time  to  debate  it. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  How  much 
time  does  the  Senator  suggest? 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  I  would  agree  to  3 
hours  on  my  substitute,  with  an  hour 
and  a  half  to  each  side,  and  2  hours  of 
debate  on  the  bill. 


Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Does  the 
Senator  believe  that  an  horn’  and  a  half 
will  be  needed  on  his  side? 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  I  do  not  know,  but 
let  me  say - 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Would  the 
Senator  agree  to  a  unanimous-consent 
agreement  if  we  provided  30  minutes  to 
each  side  on  an  amendment,  and  2  hours 
on  the  Capehart  amendment,  with  the 
2  hours  to  be  equally  divided,  and  2 
hours  for  debate  on  the  bill?  A  part  of 
the  time  on  the  bill  could  be  yielded  to 
the  Senator  if  he  needed  more  time. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  I  would  think  that 
all  98  Senators  would  want  to  be  heard 
on  the  substitute,  which  would  repeal  all 
price  supports.  I  am  perfectly  willing  to 
agree  to  a  unanimous-consent  agree¬ 
ment,  but  I  am  not  certain  that  all  Sen¬ 
ators  would  agree,  and  80  percent  of 
the  Senators  are  not  present  this  eve¬ 
ning.  I  would  be  willing'  to  agree  to  a 
unanimous- consent  agreement  if  it  pro¬ 
vided  for  3  hours  of  debate  on  my  sub¬ 
stitute  and  2  hours  on  the  bill,  and 
whatever  other  time  is  required  on  other 
amendments. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Very  well. 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  when  the 
three  statements  previously  referred  to 
have  been  concluded,  that  we  have  a 
time  limitation  of  30  minutes  on  each 
amendment,,  to  be  equally  divided  be¬ 
tween  the  proponent  and  the  opponent, 
with  the  exception  of  the  Capehart  sub¬ 
stitute  amendment,  on  which  3  hours  is 
to  be  allowed,  to  be  equally  divided ;  that 
we  have  2  hours  of  debate  on  the  bill, 
to  be  controlled  by  the  majority  leader 
and  minority  leader;  that  the  time  limi¬ 
tation  shall  begin  at  the  conclusion  of  the 
morning  hour  tomorrow;  and  that  the 
Senate  meet  tomorrow  morning  at  10 
o’clock. 

I  am  told  that  the  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois  wants  3  hours  of  debate  on  the  bill. 
I  modify  my  request  accordingly. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Do  I 
understand  correctly  that  the  agreement 
provides  time  on  each  and  every  amend¬ 
ment? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Yes;  I  have 
made  it  very  clear,  and  I  told  the  at¬ 
taches  of  the  minority  to  inform  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  that  the  Wil¬ 
liams  formula  was  v  being  followed,  so 
that  he  need  not  come  to  the  Chamber. 
However,  they  told  me  that  he  was  al¬ 
ready  on  his  way. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  expect  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota  [Mr.  Mundt]  to  walk 
in  at  any  moment. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  thought 
he  was  the  one  we  were  trying  to  ac¬ 
commodate. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  wonder  if  we  could 
defer  the  agreement  for  a  few  minutes. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  If  it  is  not 
satisfactory  to  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota.1  will  ask  that  it  be  reconsidered. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Very  well. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  proposed  unani¬ 
mous-consent  agreement?  There  being 
no  objection,  the  order  is  entered. 


The  unanimous-consent  agreement,  as 
subsequently  reduced  to  writing,  is  as* 
follows: 

Unanimous-Consent  Agreement 

Ordered,  That,  effective  on  Friday,  May  22, 
1959,  at  the  conclusion  of  routine  morning 
business,  during  the  further  consideration 
of  the  bill  S.  1968,  to  strengthen  the  wheat 
marketing  quota  and  price  support  program, 
debate  on  any  amendment  (except  an 
amendment  by  Mr.  Capehart  in  the  nature 
of  a  substitute  for  the  bill,  designated  as 
“5-20-59-B,”  upon  which  there  shall  be  a 
limit  of  3  hours’  debate) ,  motion,  or  ap¬ 
peal,  except  a  motion  to  lay  on  the  table, 
shall  be  limited  to  one-half  hour,  to  be 
equally  divided  and  controlled  by  the  mover 
of  any  such  amendment  or  motion  and  the 
majority  leader:  Provided,  That  in  the  event 
the  majority  leader  is  in  favor  of  any  such 
amendment  or  motion,  the  time  in  opposi¬ 
tion  thereto  shall  be  controlled  by  the  mi¬ 
nority  leader  or  some  Senator  designated  by 
him:  Provided  further.  That  no  amendment 
that  is  not  germane  to  the  provisions  of  the 
said  bill  shall  be  received. 

Ordered  further.  That  on  the  question  of 
the  final  passage  of  the  said  bill  debate  shall 
be  limited  to  3  hours,  to  be  equally  divided 
and  controlled,  respectively,  by  the  majority 
and  minority  leaders:  Provided,  That  the 
said  leaders,  or  either  of  them,  may,  from 
the  time  under  their  control  on  the  passage 
of  the  said  bill,  allot  additional  time  to  any 
Senator  during  the  consideration  of  any 
amendment,  motion,  or  appeal. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  It  is  clear 
that  we  will  have  no  votes  on  the  wheat 
bill  this  evening.  I  wish  to  thank  my 
friend  from  Wisconsin,  my  friend  from 
Pennsylvania,  and  my  friend  from  Min¬ 
nesota  for  indulging  me.  I  shall  atk  for 
a  reconsideration  of  the  unanimous-con¬ 
sent  agreement  if  it  is  not  satisfactory 
to  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr. 
Mundt!  . 

, .  Mr.  President - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Texas. 


)RDER  FOR  ADJOURNMENT  TO 
10  A.M.  TOMORROW 

Mi\  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  Lask  unanimous  consent  that  when 
the  Senate  completes  its  business  today 
it  stand  m  adjournment  until  10  o’clock 
tomorrow^ 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  itN^s  so  ordered. 

REFORM 

DEPLETION  ALLOWANCE 

Mr.  PROXMIrV  In  addition  to  all 
these  provisions  which  would  seem  to  be 
quite  generous,  a  further  allowance  is 
permitted  called  the  ^percentage  deple¬ 
tion  allowance.  In  thev  case  of  gas  and 
oil,  this  amounts  to  anNadditional  2714 
percent  of  gross  income  tm  to  one-half 
of  net  income.  This  allowance  is,  'more¬ 
over,  permitted  in  perpetuity  as  long  as 
there  is  any  flow  of  oil  or  gae  from  the 
well.  It  is  not  limited  to  recapturing 
the  cost  of  the  well  in  question\most  of 
which  cost — as  we  have,  seen — ia.  recov¬ 
ered  for  tax  purposes  in  the  year  the 
outlay  is  made  through  the  intangible 
drilling  and  development  cost  deduction. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  competent  geol¬ 
ogists  and  economists  have  estimate 
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PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bills 
will  be  received  and  appropriately  re- 
ferredr\and,  without  objection,  the  bills 
will  lie  oh  the  table  for  1  week. 

The  billk.  introduced  by  Mr.  Clark  (for 
himself,  MiVDouglas,  Mr.  Proxmire,  Mr. 
McCarthy,  and  Mr.  Muskie)  ,  were  re¬ 
ceived,  read  tw^ce  by  their  titles,  and  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  Capimittee  on  Finance,  as 
follows : 

S.  2039.  A  bill  to  art^end  the  Internal  Reve¬ 
nue  Code  of  1954  to  provide  for  additional 
information  on  certain  \eturns;  and 

S.  2040.  A  bill  to  amenc^the  Internal  Reve¬ 
nue  Code  of  1954  to  prohilbt  the  deduction 
of  certain  expenditures  as'  w^de  or  business 
expenses. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Mr\President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CLARK.  I  am  happy  to\deld  to 
the  Senator  from  Texas. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  I  wish  to\om 
mend  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania 
for  his  announced  determination 
seek  additional  funds  for  the  Intern^! 
Revenue  Service,  so  that  there  may  be 
a  reasonable  number  of  agents  pro¬ 
vided  and  so  that  a  reasonable  check 
may  be  made  with  regard  to  some  of 
the  loopholes  which  have  been  discov¬ 
ered  and  with  regard  to  the  failure  of 
certain  persons  to  file  adequate  tax  re¬ 
turns.  * 

Mr.  CLARK.  I  thank  my  friend  for* 
his  support,  and  I  look  forward  to  work¬ 
ing  with  him  on  the  floor  next  week  in 
an  effort  to  have  that  done. 

Mr.  President,  it  appears  that  from  $5 
to  $10  billion  are  being  spent  annually 
on  expense  accounts,  which  are  claimed 
as  business  expense  deductions  for  in¬ 
come  tax  purposes,  at  an  estimated 
revenue  loss  of  from  $1  to  $2  billion.  It 
is  my  view  that  a  large  portion  of  these 
expenditures  should  not  be  allowed  as  de»* 
ductions,.and  I  estimate  that  the  enact*  r! 
ment  of  these  bills  would  raise  at  least 
an  additional  $800  million  in  taxes  a 
year.  L 

Most  of  these  expenditures  are  in  the 
following  categories:  Entertainment  at 
fiightclubs,  theaters,  sporting  events, 
maintenance  or  operation  of  yachts  or  • 
seasonal  or  vacational  lodges  or  houses, 
gifts,  dues  or  initiation  fees  in  social 
organizations,  and  traveling  expenses  to 
conventions  outside  the  United  States. 

A  well-advised  individual  quoted  in  an ., 
article  by  V.  Henry  Rothschild  and  Ru¬ 
dolph  Sobernheim  in  the  July  1958  iss 
of  the  Yale  Law  Journal  stated,  with 
spect  to  the  expense  account  aristocracy : 

In.  cities  like  New  York,  Washington;  and 
Chicago  it  is  safe  to  say  that  at  any  given 
moment  well  over  half  the  people  in  the 
best  hotels,  restaurants,  and  nightclubs  are 
charging  the  bill  as  an  expeiySe  of  their 
company. 

Uncle  Sam  pays  52  percgfit  of  the  cost 
of  the  theater  tickets  oiVnightclub  per¬ 
formances,  all  on  the  theory  that  this  is 
a  justifiable  business  expense. 

I  make-the  statement  that  permitting 
this  type  of  tax  deduction  lowers  public 
moral  standards''  and  results  in  an 
utterly  unjustifiable  reduction  of  the 
revenue  whici/the  Federal  Government 
is  entitled  to  deceive. 

Mr.  President,  the  two  bills  I  am  in¬ 
troducing/at  this  time  have  a  common 
objectives  to  raise  a  substantial  amount 


of  public  revenue  by  ending  tax  abuses 
permitted  by  that  popular  business  de¬ 
vice — the  expense  account. 

As  I  stated  before,  expense  account 
spending  has  been  estimated  by  a  Reve¬ 
nue  Service  spokesman  to  total  between 
5  and  10  billion  dollars  a  year,  and  the 
annual  total  has  been  increasing  sharp¬ 
ly  in  recent  years.  Deductions  claimed 
for  these  sums  have  been  computed  to  re¬ 
sult  in  an  annual  revenue  loss  of  from 
one  to  two  billion  dollars. 

The  Internal  Revenue  Code  permits 
expense  account  spending  to  be  deducted 
by  corporations  and  business  executives 
as  “ordinary  and  necessary  expenses  in 
carrying  on  a  trade  or  business,”  if  cer¬ 
tain  broad  administrative  standards  are 
met. 

This  general  rule  permitting  deduc¬ 
tions  of  “ordinary  and  necessary”  busi¬ 
ness  expenses  has  probably  been  the  sub¬ 
ject  of  more  tugging  and  hauling  by  tax¬ 
payers  and  tax  lawyers  on  one  side  and 
Internal  Revenue  representatives  and 
ourts  on  the  other  than  any  rule  of 
imparable  length  ever  devised  by  Con¬ 
gress.  Under  the  circumstances  it  is 
scarcely  surprising  to  find  that  the  words/ 
“ordinary  and  necessary”  have  been  tor/ 
tured  co  cover  some  rather  “extraorjn- 
nary  andunnecessary”  deductions. 

Thus  iny one  recent  case  the  $V7,000 
cost  of  a  Ormonth  big  game  safari  to 
Africa  by  thkhead  of  a  dairy  company 
and  his  wife  w^s  held  to  be  an/ordinary 
and  necessary”  "business  expense  of  the 
dairy  because  ofNdie  promotional  value 
to  the  business  ory the  g^une  and  film 
brought  back.  The  ijact£  that  this  for¬ 
tunate  couple  were  \aroth  experienced 
hunters”  and  that  tM'  trip  included 
stopovers  in  LondonyPari^.  and  Rome  on 
the  way  to  Africa  were  notNconsidered  to 
contradict  the  tax  ruling  inhany  way. 

'  Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Mr  president, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CLARK.  I  yield. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Is  the  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania  of  the  opinion  Nflat 
shooting/lions  and  elephants  in  Africa 
increased  the  yield  of  milk  of  the  cov 
of  the  dairy  owner  who  charged  the'' 
saf^n  trip  to  his  expense  account? 

!r.  CLARK.  It  is  for  the  very  reason 
at  I  have  hesitated  to  accept  that 
;heory  that  I  have  introduced  the  pro¬ 
posed  legislation. 

Mr.  President,  the  situation  is  so 
ridiculous  that  it  almost  speaks  for  it¬ 
self.  My  good  friend  from  Texas,  who 
comes  from  a  cattle-producing  and  dairy 
State,  can  judge  far  better  than  I  what 
the  effect  of  the  safari  on  the  milk  yield 
of  the  cows  in  question  would  be.  I  think 
he  is  correct  in  assuming  that  it  would  be 
very  little,  indeed. 

In  another  case  a  prominent  movie 
actress  was  allowed  to  deduct  as  ordinary 
and  necessary  business  expenses,  the 
costs  of  gifts  of  a  $775  oil  painting  to  her 
agent,  a  $920  silver  tea  set  and  coffeepot 
to  her  dialog  director,  and  an  $810  gold 
necklace  and  gold  clips  to  her  dress  de¬ 
signer.  In  each  instance,  the  actress 
certified  and  the  tax  authorities  found 
that  the  gift  was  made  solely  for  busi¬ 
ness,  not  personal  reasons,  and  that  its 
value  was  commensurate  with  the  serv¬ 
ices  rendered.  One  may  be  permitted  a 


doubt  as  to  whether  similar  gifts  by 
surgeon  to  his  operating  room  staff  oj/a, 
school  principal  to  his  teachers  w ft 
have  been  held  deductible. 

I  wonder  what  the  national  baftk  ex¬ 
aminers  would  have  done  if  the  president 
of  a  bank  had  made  similar  gifts  to  cus¬ 
tomers  of  the  bank  and  attempted  to 
charge  them  off  as  business  expenses. 
Mr.  President,  permitting'  the  cost  of 
gifts  between  businessmen  to  be  charged 
as  tax  deductions  is  a/racket,  and  the 
Congress  should  put  an  end  to  it. 

Other  rulings  have  allowed  as  deduc¬ 
tible  business  expenses  part  or  all  of  the 
costs  of  food  and  liquor  at  nightclubs, 
tickets  for  hit  musicals,  expenses  of  at¬ 
tending  the  Kentucky  Derby,  the  Mardi 
Gras,  football  games,  country  club  dues 
and  initiation  fees,  the  costs  of  main¬ 
taining  seasonal  residences,  yachts,  and 
hunting lodges. 

In  almost  all  of  these  instances  the 
auditing  agent  is  faced  with  a  well-nigh 
imp^Sssible  task  of  determining  whether 
the'  entertainment  expense  was  under¬ 
taken  primarily  for  reasons  of  personal 
Pleasure  or  for  reasons  of  duty  and  busi¬ 
ness  and  then  of  allocating  costs  accord¬ 
ingly. 

I  contend,  Mr.  President,  that  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  should  cease  to  subsidize  the 
yacht  and  lodge  owners,  the  Stock  Clubs, 
and  the  theatrical  and  sporting  events  in 
America  by  this  indirect  means.  If  the 
privileged  few  in  business  circles  who* 
enjoy  the  luxuries  permitted  by  the  ex¬ 
pense  accounts  wish  to  continue  to  do  so, 
let  them  do  it  at  their  own  expense  as 
in  the  case  of  the  overwhelming  majority 
of  other  taxpayers. 

Expense  account  spending  would  be 
nondeductible  on  income  tax  returns  un¬ 
der  one  bill  I  am  sending  to  the  desk  on 
behalf  of  the  senior  Senator  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  Douglas],  the  junior  Senator  from 
Wisconsin  [Mr.  Proxmire]  and  the  junior 
Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Mc¬ 
Carthy], if  the  money  has  been  used  for 
entertainment  at  night  clubs,  theaters 
and  sporting  events.  Similar  tax  prohi¬ 
bitions  would  cover  spending  for  main¬ 
tenance  of  yachts  and  hunting  lodges, 
ygifts  between  businessmen,  country  club 
lues  and  travel  to  conventions  outside 
tlH  United  States. 

ovill  be  said  that  tighter  administra¬ 
tion*^  existing  tax  laws  could  rule  out 
most  claims  for  deductions  in  these  cases, 
and  that  no  change  in  the  law  is  neces¬ 
sary.  This  may  be  true  in  theory,  but 
it  belies  the'tfacts. 

Once  an  extension  of  deduction  priv¬ 
ileges  for  expense  account  spending  is 
conceded  it  tem^s  to  become  considered 
as  a  fixed  and  definite  right  by  all  tax¬ 
payers  affected.  \Administrative  at¬ 
tempts  to  tighten  the  rules  and  exclude 
such  expenditures  fnsm  privileged  tax 
status  raise  immediate  apd  overpowering 
opposition. 

The  tax  amendment  proposed  would 
prevent  a  corporation  or  business  execu¬ 
tive  from  claiming  as  deductions  the 
sums  spent  for  items  on  whicir  the  re¬ 
turn  to  the  taxpayer  in  termsNof  per¬ 
sonal  services  is  apt  to  be  high  ai^d  the 
business  purpose  subordinate  or  hvfis- 
tinguishable.  To  force  auditing  agents 
to  pass  on  the  reasonableness  of  clair  ^ 
when  the  personal  and  business  purpose 
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of  the  fexpenditures  are  almost  sure  to 
be  blurred  is  totally  unrealistic. 

I  do  not  pretend  that  the  list  of  items 
cited  in  thiSvbill  will  eliminate  all  tax 
abuses  in  the  ^xpense  account  field.  It 
would  eliminate  some  of  the  worst.  Per¬ 
haps  hearings  wf4  indicate  that  the  list 
should  be  lengthened  or  revised.  I  hope 
very  much  that  sufth  hearings  will  be 
scheduled  on  this  and  other  bills  dealing 
with  tax  loopholes  bills  f.o  be  introduced. 

The  second  bill  which  !  am  introduc¬ 
ing  at  this  time  on  behalf  of  Senators 
Douglas,  Proxmire,  McCarthy  and  my¬ 
self  is  designed  to  enable  the  Internal 
Revenue  Service  to  enforce  existing  rules 
regarding  all  expense  account\deduc- 
tions  more  thoroughly.  \ 

Corporations  and  other  employers,  are 
today  required  to  file  information  returns 
in  the  case  of  compensation  payments 
of  more  than  $600  per  person.  Th<? 
amounts  included  on  those  returns,  how¬ 
ever,  are  only  those  which  the  employer 
regards  as  compensation.  The  purpose 
of  this  bill  is  to  permit  the  Internal  Rev¬ 
enue  Service  to  acquire  information  as 
to  employer  payments  whether  or  not 
the  employer  regarded  them  as  compen¬ 
sation.  In  this  way  the  payments  would 
be  identified,  and  the  Service  could  in¬ 
dependently  consider  payments  taxable 
to  the  employee  or  nontaxable  reim¬ 
bursements  of  expenses. 

Two  exemptions  are  contained  in  the 
bill.  The  first  would  eliminate  report¬ 
ing  of  payments  totaling  less  than  $200 
to  any  person  per  year,  and  the  second 
exempts  disclosure  of  payments  made 
equally  available  to  all  employees  or  class 
of  employees,  unless  the  group  consists 
primarily  of  officers,  shareholders,  or 
highly  compensated  employees. 

The  additional  control  that  this  pro¬ 
posal  would  give  over  expense  account 
deductions  would  act  as  a  brake  on  loose 
use  of  this  item  on  tax  returns. 

Anyone  who  doubts  the  effectiveness 
of  such  a  move  should  review  the  his¬ 
tory  of  a  recent  proposal  in  this  field. 
In  1957  the.  Treasury  Department  put 
out  a  tax  form  containing  a  new  line 
6-A  to  require  total  reimbursed  ex 
penses  to  be  reported  in  the  employ 
gross  income  and  claimed  business 
penses  to  be  deducted  with  appropriate 
itemization.  Strong  protests  from/nany 
quarters  led  to  the  abandonment/of  this 
requirement  in  short  order.  “You  have 
no  idea  of  the  pressure  that  Ws  brought 
on  the  Service  from  people  .who  get  ex¬ 
pense  account  money”  said  one  official 
of  the  Internal  Revenue  Service. 

The  proposal  made  inAhis  bill  was  fa¬ 
vored  by  the  TreasurVm  the  past — H.R. 
7893,  82d  Congressv^d  session,  section 
104 — and  the  exemptions  which  are  in¬ 
cluded  make  the/ proposed  requirement 
entirely  reasonable. 

Mr.  President,  I  enjoy  luxuries  as 
much  as  dods  the  next  man,  but  I  see 
no  reason  >why  such  services  should  be 
subsidizejrby  the  U.S.  Treasury.  It  is  no 
longer  open  to  question  that  expense  ac¬ 
counts/  which  are  enjoyed  by  the  privi¬ 
leged^  few,  are  widely  and  flagrantly 
abased.  These  bills  will  eliminate  some 
'the  worst  abuses  and  provide  the  ad¬ 
ministrative  means  to  eliminate  others. 
Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 


IRRESPONSIBLE  STATEMENT  BY 
JAMES  HOFFA 

During  the  delivery  of  Mr.  Clark’s 
speech, 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  may  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Delaware  without 
losing  my  right  to  the  floor  and  that  his 
remarks  may  be  printed  in  the  Record 
after  the  conclusion  of  my  remarks,  since 
I  should  like  to  have  my  remarks  con¬ 
nected  with  the  remarks  of  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  and  of  the  Senator  from 
Wisconsin. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania?  The  Chair  hears 
none,  and  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware..  Mr. 
President,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to 
lave  printed  in  the  body  of  the  Record 
a^L  editorial  which  was  published  in  to¬ 
day^  issue  of  the  Wall  Street  Journal 
entitled,  “The  Public  Be  Damned.” 

Thisveditorial  calls  attention  to  the  ri 
cent  irresponsible  statement  by  Jambs 
Hoffa,  when  he  threatened  Congresyand 
the  American  people  withr  a  nationwide 
strike  as  a  potest  against  any  la^ne  did 
not  like. 

This  statement  by  Mr.  Hoffa  demon¬ 
strates  the  greaK  need  for /Congress  to 
pass  adequate  legislation  / curbing  the 
power  of  such  arrogkpt  a/m  irresponsible 
individuals. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  editorial 
was  ordered  to  be  ppmte\m  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

The  PubCic  Be  Da: 

-  It  was  a  long/ time  ago  thatVme  of  our 
1  leading  tycoon/  questioned  abourwthe  pub¬ 
lic  interest  in  a  private  decisionVhe  had 
made,  was  Quoted  as  saying,  “The  public  be 
damned. 

Nonetheless,  the  phrase  has  passed  '\nto 
historv/as  a  symbol  of  arrogance  and  r  use¬ 
lessness  on  the  part  of  private  power  ovi 
the /ublic  weal.  It  is  usually  encounters 
in/schoolbooks  under  a  Nast  cartoon  por 
aying  the  stereotyped  “robber  baron”  of 
he  turn  of  the  century. 

Yet  the  Goulds,  the  Fisks,  the  Vander¬ 
bilts,  the  Rockefellers  and  all  the  rest  had 
in  their  day  not  so  much  power  all  com¬ 
bined  as  one  or  two  men  each  now  holds  in 
their  little  fingers.  And  just  the  other  day, 
one  of  these  men,  Jimmy  Hoffa,  told  us  how 
he  might  use  that  power,  though  later  he 
promised  not  to  use  it  right  now. 

Mr.  Hoffa,  the  durable  boss  of  the  Team¬ 
sters  Union,  envisioned  one  solitary  strike 
throughout  the  United  States  to  tie  up  all 
the  employers  of  the  Nation  at  one  time. 
And  his  threat  was  given  a  rousing  endorse¬ 
ment  by  William  Bradley,  president  of  the 
International  Longshoremen’s  Union. 

Now  the  cause  of  all  this  is  the  fact  that 
the  Congress  of  the  United  States  is  consid¬ 
ering  legislation  to  regulate  labor  unions. 
In  one  much  discussed  bill  the  regulation  is 
so  mild  it  would  hardly  affect  Mr.  Hoffa’s 
power  at  all;  even  in  another  form  it  would 
seek  only  to  apply  to  the  conduct  of  some 
labor  unions  the  same  legal  restrictions, 
such  as  the  antitrust  laws,  that  apply  to 
other  types  of  economic  organizations  of 
people,  such  as  shareholders  in  a  business. 

But  Mr.  Hoffa  disapproves.  So  does  Mr. 
Bradley.  Disapproving,  they  are  prepared  to 
show  employers  a  thing  or  two.  And  the 
Congress.  And  the  public.  For  a  general 
strike  is  a  strike  against  everybody,  big  em¬ 


ployers,  little  employers,  housewives,  ar 
employees  everywhere  who  may  not  sha’ 
the  Hoffa  views  but  who  are  put  ov/'  of 
work  just  the  same. 

Technically  speaking,  the  Messrs/-  Hoffa 
and  Bradley  may  not  not  be  ableyto  order 
the  steelworkers  or  the  bakery  w/rkers  not 
to  work.  But  they  can  order  th/ longshore¬ 
men  not  to  load  cargo  and  the/truckdrivers 
not  to  carry  it,  and  when  the  members  do 
as  they  are  told  it  will  no/  be  long  before 
there  is  no  steel  in  the  s£ops  and  no  bread 
in  the  stores. 

Now  the  disturbing  oSrt  of  all  this  is  that 
under  our  present  laws  no  one  can  say 
“nay”  to  the  Messrs:  Hoffa  and  Bradley.  Or 
to  Mr.  McDonald  if  he  wants  to  shut  down 
all  the  steel  mill/  Or  to  Mr.  Reuther  if  he 
wants  to  shut /own  all  the  auto  factories. 

And  the  shocking  part  of  it  is  that  -the 
public  has  not  only  let  this  power  grow  but 
seems  to  he  apathetic  about  its  continuance. 
People  can  get  excited  when  some  labor  of¬ 
ficial,  ae  many  have,  dips  his  hand  in  the 
union/till  or  has  somebody  knocked  in  the 
head:  Very  few  show  concern  about  the 
po/er  of  unions  to  knock  the  country  in  the 
Sad. 

Perhaps  it’s  just  one  of  those  cases  where 
people  ignore  a  threat  until  it  becomes  a 
real  disaster;  a  “Mein  Kampf”  always  seems 
too  arrogantly  fantastic  to  be  true.  If  so, 
no  one  ought  to  be  surprised  if  one  day  a 
Jimmy  Hoffa  says  “the  public  be  damned” — 
and  the  public  finds  that  it  is.  " 

1  WHEAT  ACT  OF  1959 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (S.  1968)  to  strengthen  the 
wheat  marketing  quota  and  price  sup¬ 
port  program. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  speak  briefly  on  the  pending  legisla¬ 
tion,  Senate  bill  1968,  a  bill  dealing  with 
the  support  price  on  wheat  and  the 
wheat  program. 

I  regret  that  this  bill  is  before  us.  It 
,  seems  to  me  that  we  should  have  a  bet¬ 
ter  program  for  our  wheat  farmers.  I 
offer  no  criticism  of  individual  members 
of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
Forestry,  or  of  individuals  in  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture;  but  it  seems  to 
e  that  the  bill  falls  far  short  of  being 
of  value  to  the  wheat  farmers  and  the 
consumers  of  bread,  or  to  the  U.S.  Treas¬ 
ury. 

As  I  understand,  the  bill  would  call 
for  a  reduction  of  the  support  price  on 
wheat  to  65  percent  of  parity  unless  the 
farmer  should  choose  to  cut  his  acreage 
by  20  percent. 

It  is  debatable  how  many  farmers 
would  choose  to  cut  their  acreage  by  20 
percent.  Some  would.  Perhaps  all  of 
them  would  be  compelled  to  increase 
their  production  per  acre.  The  costs  to 
a  farmer  are  so  great  that  he  must  pro¬ 
duce  every  bushel  hq  can  in  order  to 
remain  in  business. 

I  do  not  believe  that  the  passage  of 
the  bill  would  reduce  the  amount  of 
wheat  production.  It  would  lessen  the 
income  of  our  wheat  farmers.  This  is 
particularly  true  if  the  farmers,  as  indi¬ 
viduals,  find  it  impossible  to  apply  the 
20  percent  acreage  reduction. 

We  should  bear  in  mind  that  the  acre¬ 
age  has  been  reduced  and  reduced,  year 
after  year.  We  should  also  bear  in  mind 
that  the  proposed  legislation  would  in 
no  sense  reduce  the  cost  of  bread  or  of 
other  food  made  from  wheat.  For  many 


1959  CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE  7923 


^ears  we  have  seen  the  price  of  wheat  go 
down.  Likewise,  we  have  seen  the  price 
of  bread  go  up.  That  situation  is  true 
now,  and  it  has  been  true  for  some  years. 
If  we  should  lower  the  price  of  wheat — 
and  the  support  price  does  fix  the  price 
of  wheat — when  we  know  that  such  ac¬ 
tion  would  not  lower  the  price  of  bread, 
who  would  gain? 

The  economics  of  the  bill  need  further 
scrutiny.  The  bill  in  its  present  form  is 
of  very  doubtful  value.  I  am  unable  to 
state  exactly  how  much  wheat  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  owns.  It  is  reported  to 
be  in  excess  of  a  billion  bushels,  perhaps 
a  billion  and  a  third.  If  the  support 
price  fixes  the  market  price  of  wheat, 
and  Congress  lowers  the  support  price 
of  wheat,  we  will  also  lower  the  value  of 
the  wheat  owned  by  the  Government  by 
several  hundred  million  dollars.  Again 
I  say  that  the  economics  of  the  bill  need 
some  attention.  I  cannot  see  how  it 
will  benefit  the  farmers,  the  consumers, 
or  the  Federal  Treasury. 

Mr.  President,  I  would  have  no  right 
to  criticize  the  proposed  legislation  if  I 
did  not  suggest  something  else.  The  or¬ 
ganized  wheat  growers  of  the  country 
and  many  individual  wheatgrowers  fa¬ 
vor  what  is  called  the  domestic  parity 
plan.  It  is  before  the  Senate.  It  has 
been  offered  by  the  distinguished  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Carlson],  Other 
Senators  have  joined  as  cosponsors. 
Many  persons  believe  it  would  work,  and 
a  sizable  group  of  wheat  producers  want 
it  enacted.  It  will  lessen  the  cost  to 
the  Federal  Treasury.  It  will  increase 
the  income  of  wheat  farmers.  It  is 
based  on  the  principle  that  that  part  of 
our  wheat  production  which  is  con¬ 
sumed  in  our  country  should  have  a  fair 
American  price,  and  that  if  production 
goes  over  that,  a  lower  price  should  pre¬ 
vail  in  order  to  export  the  wheat  and 
use  it  for  other  purposes. 

That  is  my  first  suggestion. 

My  second  suggestion  is  that  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  ought  to  be  about  the  business 
of  providing  greater  uses  for  the  prod¬ 
ucts  of  farms.  About  3  years  ago  I  spon¬ 
sored  legislation  which  created  a  presi¬ 
dential  commission  to  recommend  indus¬ 
trial  uses  of  our  farm  surpluses.  They 
made  an  excellent  report.  The  Senate 
last  year  passed  a  bill  to  implement  that 
report.  The  Committee  on  Agriculture 
and  Forestry  has  again  reported  such  a 
bill.  It  has  not  yet  been  called  up.  I 
am  sure  it  will  be. 

However,  the  entire  program  has  not 
moved  forward  as  it  should  have  done. 
Bureaucracy  is  not  excited  about  it.  All 
through  the  years,  ever  since  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  has  been  created, 
the  bureaucrats  have  made  no  noticeable 
efforts  to  find  new  uses  for  what  the 
farmers  produce.  They  have  resisted  the 
creation  of  the  President’s  bipartisan 
commission  to  find  new  uses.  The  bu¬ 
reaucracy  have  not  backed  legislation  to 
implement  the  recommendations  of  the 
commission  as  they  should.  They  will 
go  along  if  they  are  forced  to  do  so,  pro¬ 
vided  every  little  nook  in  the  bureaucracy 
can  have  something  to  do  with  it  and 
maintain  or  enlarge  its  domain. 


What  we  need,  Mr.  President,  is  to 
have  someone  become  excited  about  the 
farm  program,  and  do  something  for 
agriculture,  rather  than  to  maintain  the 
status  quo  in  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture,  or  to  enlarge  the  scope  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  and  the  vari¬ 
ous  sections  of  it,  because  people  are  in¬ 
terested  in  having  bigger  and  better  jobs. 

Mr.  President,  the  hour  is  late.  I 
merely  wish  to  recite  a  few  illustrations. 

I  hold  in  my  hand  a  piece  of  paper.  We 
are  short  of  paper  in  this  country.  We 
must  import  it.  Quite  often  the  pub¬ 
lishers  of  the  country  become  concerned 
about  the  short  supply  of  paper. 

We  could  add  to  the  present  ingredi¬ 
ents  of  paper  about  10  percent  by  the 
use  of  starch  made  from  farm  products. 
However,  if  we  folded  the  paper  it  would 
be  brittle  and  would  crack.  Scientists 
tell  us  it  is  a  small  undertaking  in  re¬ 
search  to  overcome  the  brittleness.  Yet 
nothing  is  being  done  about  such  re¬ 
search,  because  our  program  of  research 
and  pilot  development  and  finding  new 
uses  is  stalled  on  dead  center.  Were  we 
to  put  5  percent  of  starch  from  our  farm 
surpluses  into  the  paper  used  in  the 
country,  it  would  take  100  million  bushels 
of  grain. 

That  is  only  one  use. 

At  the  present  time  there  is  a  great 
need  in  industry  for  industrial  alcohol, 
plastics,  fuels,  and  everything  else  that 
is  derived  from  alcohol.  It  is  not  made 
from  farm  products,  because  it  can  be 
made  cheaper  from  petroleum. 

That  does  not  have  to  be  the  answer. 
The  way  alcohol  is  made  now  from  farm 
products  is  through  the  fermentation 
process.  After  the  starch  is  taken  out 
of  the  surplus  grains  and  alcohol  is  made  ] 
from  it,  the  residue  is  not  fit  for  human 
consumption.  It  is  a  high  protein  and 
very  good  for  livestock,  but  it  is  a  “waste 
product  so  far  as  human  food  is  con¬ 
cerned. 

It  is  believed  by  many  capable  sci¬ 
entists  that,  with  a  little  research,  we  can 
separate  the  starch  from  the  -protein  in 
our  surplus  grain  and  have  remaining  a 
protein  residue  which  it  fit  for  human 
consumption.  That  protein  residue  then 
will  have  a  very  high  value.  It  will  sell 
by  the  pound,  instead  of  by  the  ton.  It 
will  no  longer  be  a  waste  product. 

Second,  the  starch  which  is  turn  into 
alcohol  will  be  a  byproduct.  It  will  be 
much  cheaper.  It  will  compete  with  al¬ 
cohol  made  from  other  sources. 

I  might  add,  Mr.  President,  that  there 
is  no  surplus  of  protein  in  the  world. 
Our  surpluses  are  in  starch.  All  the 
foreign  countries  want  protein.  If  the 
required  research  and  development  could 
be  carried  on,  so  that  we  could  have  a 
concentrate  of  protein,  there  would  be 
a  market  for  it  throughout  the  world. 
At  this  time  Italy  realizes  that  a  diet  of 
macaroni  and  spaghetti  has  its  defi¬ 
ciencies,  even  though  it  is  very  tasty,  and 
that  the  Italian  people  need  more  pro¬ 
teins.  We  could  take  our  farm  sur¬ 
pluses,  remove  the  starch  from  them, 
turn  them  into  industrial  uses,  and  have 
a  concentrate  of  protein,  with  a  great 
sale  value  and  a  worldwide  market. 


Mr.  President,  the  recommendations 
of  the  Welsh  Commission,  the  bipartisan 
Commission  appointed  by  the  President, 
call  for  a  program  of  broad  research  and 
pilot  testing  and  trial  commercializa¬ 
tion.  These-  things  are  the  answer  not 
only  to  the  wheat  problem  but  also  to 
the  problems  of  agriculture  generally. 

The  task  force  on  sugar,  potatoes,  and 
all  the  other  products  pointed  out  that 
industry  can  use  our  surplus  agricultural 
products.  The  earth  produces  250,000 
plants;  but  not  more  than  150  have  ever 
been  domssticated — not  150,000,  but  150. 
It  remains  for  research  to  find  industrial 
uses  for  the  rest  of  those  plants,  whether 
those  uses  be  for  paints  and  varnishes, 
or  drilling  muds,  or  paving  materials,  or 
what  not.  Thus  they  will  have  a  value. 
Also,  the  good  earth  will  produce  things 
besides  food. 

The  bill  before  the  Senate  continues 
up  the  same  blind  alley  of  not  bringing 
relief  to  farmers,  not  enlarging  markets, 
not  saving  the  Federal  Government 
money,  and  certainly  not  doing  the  con¬ 
sumer  any  good. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  disappointed  with 
the  bill.  I  hope  its  basic  premises  can 
be  reexamined.  I  hope  the  amendment 
which  will  be  offered  by  the  distin¬ 
guished  junior  Senator  from  Kansas 
[Mr.  Carlson],  providing  for  the  domes¬ 
tic  parity  plan,  will  be  adopted. 

I  urge,  although  it  is  not  a  part  of  the 
proposed  legislation,  that  the  program  of 
industrial  uses  for  farm  products  move 
forward.  It  is  my  hope  that  someone 
wil  rise  up  in  the  bureaucracy  and  decide 
that  Goveriffnent  agencies  have  a  re¬ 
sponsibility  to  find  markets  for  the 
farmers  of  the  country.  - 


\  ADJOURNMENT  UNTIL  10  A.M. 

\  TOMORROW 

Tke  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Pursu¬ 
ant  tis  the  order  previously  entered,  the 
Senate,  will  stand  adjourned  until  10 
o’clock  tomorrow  morning. 

Thereupon  (at  6  o’clock  and  51  min¬ 
utes  p.m.\  the  Senate  adjourned,  under 
the  order  Previously  entered,  until  to¬ 
morrow,  Friday,  May  22,  1959,  at  10 
o’clock  a.m.  \ 


NOMINATIONS 

Executive  nominations  received  by  the 
Senate  May  21,  1959: 

Diplomatic  anit.  Foreign  Service 
John  M.  Cabot,  of  tke  District  of  Colum¬ 
bia,  a  Foreign  Service  officer  of  the  class  of 
career  minister,  to  be  Ambassador  Extraor¬ 
dinary  and  Plenipotentiary  of  the  United 
States  of  America  to  Brazil. 

The  following-named  persons  for  appoint¬ 
ment  as  Foreign  Service  officers  of  class  4, 
consuls,  and  secretaries  in  the  diplomatic 
service  of  the  United  States  of  America: 
Harry  Grossman,  of  California*. 

Paul  Kelly,  of  Pennsylvania.  \ 

Edward  W.  Lawrence,  of  Virginia, 

Robert  F.  Lent,  of  New  York.  \ 

Henry  C.  Martin,  of  Virginia.  \ 

George  Lewis  Warren,  Jr.,  of  Connecticut. 
Miss  Emily  C.  Cox,  of  South  Carolina,  for 
appointment  as  a  Foreign  Service  officer  of 
class  5,  a  consul,  and  a  secretary  in  Vie 
diplomatic  service  of  the  United  States  Vf 
America.  \ 
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TBte  following-named  persons  for  appoint¬ 
ment's  Foreign  Service  officers  of  class  6, 
vice  consuls  of  career,  and  secretaries  in  the 
diplomatic  service  of  the  United  States  of 
America: 

Mrs.  ErnaW.  Beckett,  of  California. 

Miss  EvelyrkBlue,  of  New  York. 

Miss  Jean  M>Chisholm,  of  Minnesota. 

Miss  Edna  GiAnlie,  of  Wisconsin. 

Clement  J.  Munigan,  of  Maryland. 

William  E.  Paul.Vf  Pennsylvania. 

Rafael  F.  Torres,  of\Texas. 

Mrs.  Marguerite  Whitehead,  of  Washington. 
Deering  E.  Wilson,  of  Indiana. 

The  following-named  persons  for  appoint¬ 
ment  as  Foreign  Service  officers  of  class  7, 
vice  consuls  of  career,  and  secretaries  in  the 
diplomatic  service  of  the  uWted  States  of 
America : 

Robert  G.  Adam,  of  California^, 

Josiah  H.  Brownell,  of  Iowa. 

Maurice  C.  Burke,  of  Massachusetts. 

Allen  Cooper,  of  New  York. 

John  M.  Curry,  of  New  York. 

Charles  S.  Hellyer,  of  Florida. 

Miss  C.  Patricia  Junk,  of  Ohio. 

James  E.  Kiley,  of  California. 

Miss  Loreice  E.  Lutfy,  of  Michigan. 

Paul  B.  McCarty,  of  Massachusetts. 

Miss  Carmen  McKee,  of  Washington. 
Louis  M.  Marrano,  of  California. 

Miss  Georgiana  M.  Prince,  of  Illinois. 

John  Susko,  of  Pennsylvania. 

Miss  Martha  E.  Turnbull,  of  Ohio. 

Elwin  T.  Vangas,  of  New  Hampshire. 
Robert  E.  Waska,  of  Texas. 

The  following-named  persons  for  appoint¬ 
ment  as  Foreign  Service  officers  of  class  8, 
vice  consuls  of  career,  and  secretaries  in  the 
diplomatic  service  of  the  United  States  of 
America: 

Robert  L.  Bruce,  of  California. 

Homer  M.  Byington  III,  of  Connecticut. 
Thomas  J.  Carolan,  Jr.,  of  Maryland. 
Allen  E.  Caswell,  of  New  York. 

Gordon  A.  Cornell,  of  Massachusetts. 
William  O.  Dingwall,  of  Maryland. 

Frazier  Draper,  of  Florida. 

Brandon  H.  Grove,  Jr.,  of  New  York. 
James  T.  Hackett,  of  California. 

Keith  M.  Heim,  of  Nebraska. 

Henry  A.  Holmes,  of  the  District  of  Co¬ 
lumbia. 

Miss  Carolyn  E.  Kingsley,  of  Minnesota. 
William  H.  Mansfield  III,  of  Connecticut. 
Frank  Micelotta,  of  New  York. 

William  G.  Miller,  of  Massachusetts.  * 
Gerald  Joseph  Monroe,  of  New  York. 
Albert  W.  Noonan,  Jr.,  of  Illinois. 

William  Ophuls,  of  New  York. 

Nicholas  Platt,  of  the  District  of  Columbia. 
Russell  O.  Prickett,  of  Minnesota.  ' 
Walter  F.  Schepp,  Jr.,  of  New  York. 
Robert  Siegel,  of  New  York. 

Miss  Helen  M.  Steiner,  of  New  York. 
James  P.  Sullivan,  of  Pennsylvania. 

T.  Elkin  Taylor,  of  Georgia. 

Thomas  M.  Tonkin,  of  Illinois. 

The  following-named  Foreign  Service/Re¬ 
serve  officers  to  be  consuls  of  the  jluited 
States  of  America: 

Robert  E.  Boies,  of  the  District  of  Co¬ 
lumbia. 

Joyce  R.  Herrmann,  of  Indiana 
Robert  G.  Mahon,  of  California. 

The  following-named  Foreign  Service  Re¬ 
serve  officers  to  be  vice  consjjfls  of  the  United 
States  of  America: 

Robert  H.  Lupton,  of  N fw  York. 

David  L.  Milbank,  of  California. 

Richard  J.  ShugrueyOf  Virginia. 

The  following-named  Foreign  Service  Re¬ 
serve  officers  to  beykecretaries  in  the  diplo¬ 
matic  service  of  the  United  States  of 
America: 

Robert  G.  Befit,  of  Maine. 

Robert  G.  Brewster,  of  Illinois. 

William  Df  Carey,  of  Virginia. 

Morris  If  Lax,  of  Maryland. 


Frank  H.  Oram,  Jr.,  of  the  District  of 
Columbia. 

Tennessee  Valley  Authority 
Brooks  Hays,  of  Arkansas,  to  be  a  member 
of  the  Board  of  Directors  of  the  Tennessee 
Valley  Authority  for  the  remainder  of  the 
term  expiring  May  18,  I960,  vice  Frank 
James  Welch,  resigned. 

Appointments  in  the  Navy  and 
Marine  Corps 

The  following-named  -midshipmen  (Naval 
Academy)  to  be  ensigns  in  the  restricted 
line  of  the  Navy,  subject  to  qualifications 
therefor  as  provided  by  law : 

James  A.  Kelly 
Peter  S.  VanNort 

Daniel  E.  Ralston,  midshipman  (Naval 
Academy)  to  be  an  ensign  in  the  Supply 
Corps  of  the  Navy,  subject  to  qualifications 
therefor  as  provided  by  law. 

Richard  M.  Krol  (Naval  Reserve  Officers’ 
Training  Corps)  to  be  an  ensign  in  the  line  of 
the  Navy,  subject  to  qualifications  therefor 
as  provided  by  law. 

Alan  G.  Brown  (Naval  Reserve  Officers’ 
Training  Corps)  to  be  an  ensign  in  the  Sup¬ 
ply  Corps  of  the  Navy,  subject  to  qualifica¬ 
tions  therefor  as  provided  by  law. 

The  following-named  Reserve  officers  to  be 
lieutenants  in  the  Medical  Corps  of  the  Navy, 
subject  to  qualifications  therefor  as  providi 
by  law: 

Don\ld  J.  Conlon 
Fredrick  Y.  Durrance,  Jr. 

Hugh  i\Klotz 
The  following-named  Reserve  officers  to 
be  permanent  lieutenants  (junior  gimde)  and 
temporary  lieutenants  in  the  Mejacal  Corps 
of  the  Navy,  subject  to  qualifications  there 
for  as  provided  bmw: 

George  R.  Hilty  III \  GeorgaAV.  Oden 
John  L.  Ickler  \v  incant  J.  Scavo 

Richard  A.  Lockwood  ^Donald  E.  Willard,  Jr. 

The  folio  wing -named  JR  eserve  officers  to  be 
permanent  lieuten.mt.y’ atad  temporary  lieu¬ 
tenant  commander?  in  thesMedical  Corps  of 
the  Navy,  subject  $6  qualifications  therefor 
as  provided  by  lawv 
Fred  R.  Edens 
George  F.  Monahan,  Jr 
Daniel  P.  l^eLave,  Reserve  officer  to  be  a 
lieutenant  m  the  Medical  Corps  of  the  Navy 
and  to  be  Bromoted  to  lieutenant  commander 
when  h is' line  running  mate  is  so  promoted, 
subjecy' to  qualifications  therefor  as  pro¬ 
vided  15y  law. 

re  following-named  (Naval  Reserve  avia’ 
tof)  to  be  lieutenants  (junior  grade)  in  the 
ivy,  subject  to  qualifications  therefor  as 
Provided  by  law : 

Julian  R.  Abbott  Daniel  G.  MacIntyre 
James  B.  Aucoin  Charles  H.  McNeil 
Richard  B.  Baumstark  Wendell  E.  Miller 
Clyde  A.  Beagle,  Jr.  Charles  K.  Moran,  Jr. 
Dennis  G.  Bisek  Charles  P.  Muhl,  Jr. 

Ronald  R.  Boyle  Joe  R.  Newsom 
Brian  K.  Bryans  George  R.  Persons 

Richard  W.  Burt,  Jr.  Ronald  T.  Pollard 
William  L.  Cain  Ronald  L.  Ream 

Carl  E.  Campbell  Duane  O.  Schumacher 
Donald  V.  Davis  Norman  T.  Self 

Jimmy  W.  Davis  Allen  F.  Spousta 

Robert  V.  Dean  David  R.  Streeter 

James  F.  Dorsey,  Jr.  Theodore  R.  Swartz 
James  M.  Ferry  James  W.  Thomas 

Charles  R.  Foster  Richard  A.  Walker 
John  K.  Gardella  Jerry  D.  Walston 
Thomas  V.  Golder  Harold  B.  Walter 
Lewis  S.  Gray  Charles  T.  Wells 

Jim  F.  Hagan  John  V.  Wheeler 

Sam  H.  Hawkins  William  L.  Wilke 

Jack  M.  Jackson  Benjamin  B. 

Milton  L.  Jlnes  Woodworth 

William  D.  Kiper  A.  Courtney  Yelle 
Christian  A.  Lange,  Jr. 


The  following-named  officers  in  the  Medic 
Corps  of  the  U.S.  Navy  for  permanent 
motion  to  the  grade  of  rear  admiral : 

Allan  S.  Chrisman 
Calvin  B.  Galloway 
Bernard  D.  Garrett,  U.S.  Navy,  /or  tem¬ 
porary  promotion  to  the  grade  of  lieutenant, 
subject  to  qualification  thereforyas  provided 
by  law. 

Robert  M.  Stanford,  U.S.  Na/y,  for  perma¬ 
nent  promotion  to  the  grade  of  lieutenant 
(junior  grade),  subject  fto  qualification 
therefor  as  provided  by 

William  D.  Munsey,  IBS.  Navy,  for  perma¬ 
nent  promotion  to  thy  grade  of  lieutenant 
(junior  grade),  subject  to  qualification 
therefor  as  provided^ by  law. 

The  following-nAmed  officers  of  the  Navy 
for  permanent  jjiomotion  to  the  grade  indi¬ 
cated: 

LIEUTENANT  commanders,  line 
Wayne  E.  Sn&inhour  Paul  J.  Hoffman 
Jacob  P.  Smith  Dewitt  L.  Freeman 

John  L.  QnMeill  Kenneth  L.  Melin 

Paul  J.  Gninningham  Lyman  L.  Andrews,  Jr. 
RoberjrB.  Read  Joseph  N.  Malnerich 

Lelaira  E.  Kirkemo  Leo  B.  Marx,  Jr. 

Robert  L.  Clarke  Homer  K.  Cooley,  Jr. 

urge  R.  Gill  James  B.  Shaffer 

bert  Cummings  Erving  L.  Gordon 

Harold  O.  Richards  Morrell  E.  French 

Joseph  L.  Delaware  Roy  E.  Forbis 

Harold  K.  Matthes  Warren  D.  Cress 

Robert  F.  Byrnes  Walter  T.  Laws 

Joseph  Casco  William  E.  Haney 

*  Robert  P.  Buerger  Paul  L.  Spargo 

John  C.  McKee  Leonard  J.  Reinhart 

William  C.  O’Brien  Paul  Moore 

Roman  V.  Maraszek  Robert  E.  Curry 
^Donald  W.  McMaster  Rutherford  “B" 

James  C.  Skipper,  Jr.  Morgan 
William  P .  Pendery  Robert  W.  Edwards 
John  C.  McCabe  John  M.  Sands,  Jr. 

Walter  Scott  Jack  H.  Cranton 

Daniel  V.  Marshall,  Jr.  Billy  F.  Dunlap 
Fred  W.  Woessner,  Jr.  James  K.  Burton 
Robert  S.  Sutherland  George  A.  Parker 
Lester  M.  Heller  Richard  R.  Carlson 

George  F.  Bean  Robert  H.  St.  Clair,  Jr. 

Melvin  W.  Jasper  Elton  V.  Conger 

James  L.  Mullen  John  F.  Condfen 

John  H.  Brandenburg  Robert  F.  Roemer 
Edward  F.  Roth  Richard  J.  McAndrew 

Gordon  R.  Barnett  Ger aid  J ohnson 

Jimmie  C.  Jones  Francis  E.  Rivers 

John  Grentzer  George  Elmies 

Shuler  H.  Mayes  William  P.  Becker 

Alfred  C.  Dinnel  Stephen  E.  Gamwell 

William  E.  Hubert  Robert  J .  Blaisdell 

Marvin  S.  Blair  Mahlon  H.  King 

Henry  S.  Morgan,  Jr.  Eugene  N.  Berglund, 

incoln  H.  Lippincott,  Jr- 

r  John  A.  Jenkins 

Th\mas  J.  Murray  George  H.  Garbark 

Warden  H.  Miles  John  w-  Hamilton 

MyrtfiiB.  Smith  John  L.  Howard 

CalvinY  Davis  J ack  Caldwell 

David  DVork  Prentice  J .  Custer 

Jack  A.  JMter  Ray  D  Schmoranc 

David  D.  Dueler 

Robert  A.  Mo^fe  _  _ 

Ray  L.  Humphries  WilloughbyW.  Penney 

Rembrandt  C.  \obln-Edward  Cmlis 

Robert  A.  Burt,  Jr. 
Francis  N.  Masuen 
Robert  F.  Wheeler 
Herbert  A.  Yarbrough 

&nesT  c!  “connelley  ™  Bradbury 

Jr  AMhur  W.  Price,  Jr. 

Henry  E.  Sodke,  Jr.  l'erXrTIH^BOUt*te 

Charles  D.  Everhart  ^apistran 

Harold  L.  Cravens 

Richard  A.  Du  Vail  D  Hu\t  Williams 

Thomas  J.  Quarton  Lawrences.  Willson, 
Phillip  F.  Mohr  Jr- 

Robert  S.  Hoyle  John  J.  Dulfiagen 

Richard  R.  Justice  Frederick  J.  Bkpwn 

Carl  Durtche,  Jr.  Billy  D.  Howard 


Robert  R.  Ellis 
Stuart  T.  Faulkner 


son 

William  R.  Trotter 
Donald  J.  Hanson 
Sam  K.  Irving 
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1GHLIGHTS 


Senate  passed  bill  on  tobacco  support  and  took  up  bill  on  wheat  support. 
Housing  bill  passed  and  sent  to  conference  by  House. 


Senate 


Chamber  Action 

Routine  Proceedings,  pages  7846-7862 

Bills  Introduced:  18  dHIs  and  i  resolution  were  intro¬ 
duced,  as  follows:  S.  2023^040;  and  S.  Res.  123. 

Pages  7850-7851 

Bills  Reported:  Reports  wereNmade  as  follows: 

H.R.  5676,  fiscal  i960  appropriations  for  the  D.C., 
with  amendments  (S.  Rept.  304) ; 

H.R.  5805,  fiscal  i960  appropriation^for  the  Treasury 
and  Post  Office  Departments,  and  the  Tax  Court, 
with  amendments  (S.  Rept.  305) ; 

'  S.  19,  to  provide  a  method  of  regulating  Nnd  fixing 
wage  rates  for  employees  of  the  Portsmouth^  N.H., 
Naval  Shipyard  (S.  Rept.  306) ; 

H.R.  3292,  to  amend  the  laws  relating  to  the  furii^Ii- 
ing  of  supplies  and  services  to  foreign  vessels  and  aircnu 
by  the  Navy  (S.  Rept.  307) ;  and 
H.R.  3366,  to  extend  existing  loans  of  naval  vessels  to 
certain  foreign  countries  (S.  Rept.  308).  page  785c 

Bills  Referred:  Two  House-passed  bills  were  referred 
to  appropriate  committees.  Paa/7845 

Tobacco:  Senate  passed  (motion  to  reconsider  tabled), 
S.  1901,  to  amend  the  Agricultural  Act  so  as  y6  stabilize 
and  protect  the  level  of  support  for  tobacco/after  adopt¬ 
ing  Butler  amendment  to  use  base  period  in  Agriculture 
Act  of  1949  rather  than  in  Agriculture Act  of  1948  in 
computing  price  level.  /  pages 7863-7874 

Authority  To  Report:  Committee  on  Appropriations 
was  authorized  during  balance/of  1st  session  of  86th 
Congress  to  file  reports  during  Senate  adjournments  or 

rCCCSSCS*  /  Page  7856 

Wheat:  Senate  took  up  S/1968,  to  strengthen  the  wheat 
marketing  quota  arid  price  support  program,  reaching 
the  ..following  debate/Timitation  agreement  for  further 
consideration  of  bill  after  today: 

Thirty  minute/on  each  amendment,  equally  divided, 
with  the  excepuon  of  Capehart  amendment  (in  nature 
of  substitute/ft  bill),  on  which  debate  limitation  will  be 
3  hours  equally  divided;  no  nongermane  amendment 


to  be  received ;  and  3  hours  debate  hn  question  of  final 
passage  of  bill,  equally  divided.  pg^es  7874-7876,  7922-7923 

Confirmation:  Nomination  o£/Paul  F.  Foster,  of  Mary¬ 
land,  to  be  U.S.  Representative  to  the  International 
Atomic  Energy  Agency,  \y/s  confirmed. 

Page  7925 

Nominations:  The  following  nominations  were  re¬ 
ceived:  John  M.  Cabot,  of  D.C.,  to  be  Ambassador  to 
Brazil;  Brooks  Hays,  of  Arkansas,  to  be  Member  of 
Board  of  Directors  of  TVA;  70  in  the  Diplomatic  and 
Foreign  Servp'e;  413  Navy;  and  2  Marine  Corps. 

Pages  7923-7925 

Progran/for  Friday:  Senate  met  today  at  noon  and  ad¬ 
journed  at  6:51  p.m.  until  10  a.m.  Friday,  May  22,  when 
it  wm  continue  consideration  under  debate  limitation 
agreement  on  S.  1968,  wheat  bill.  pages  7892, 7923 

Committee  Meetings 

(  Ggrnmittees  not  listed  did  not  meet) 

NASX  AUTHORIZATIONS 

Committee  on  Aeronautical  and  Space  Sciences:  Sub- 
committee\m  NASA  Authorizations  resumed  its  hear¬ 
ings,  in  openSand  executive  sessions,  on  the  fiscal  i960 
budget  for  the  Rational  Aeronautics  and  Space  Admin¬ 
istration,  with  testimony  froth  Dr.  T.  Keith  Glennan, 
NASA  Administrates^,  who  was  accompanied  by  mem¬ 
bers  of  his  staff. 

Subcommittee  recessehsgubject  to  call. 

WHEAT  LEGISLATION 


Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry :  Committee 
held  an  executive  session  to  consider  proposed  amend¬ 
ments  to  S.  1968,  to  strengthen  the  wheat  marketing 
quota  and  price  support  program,  which  bill  is  now  the 
Senate’s  unfinished  business.  The  committee  disap¬ 
proved,  by  a  vote  of  6  to  10,  a  substitute  bill  which  would 
have  provided  for  a  mandatory  cut  of  20  percent  in 
wheat  acreage  allotments  with  a  price  support  of  85 
percent  of  parity.  Committee-also  disapproved,  by  a 
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vote  of  7  to  9,  proposed  amendments  which  would  have 
provided  price  supports  of  75  percent  of  parity  to  pro¬ 
ducers  planting  full  allotments,  and  85  percent  of  parity 
to  those  producers  reducing  acreage  allotments  20  per¬ 
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cent  or  more. 


POULTRY ”AND\jVESTOCK  DISEASES,  AND 
PRIVATE  BILLS  \ 

Committee  on  Agriculhrre  and  Forestry:  Subcommittee 
on  Agricultural  Researched  General  Legislation  held 
hearings  on  the  following  bids : 

S.  6,  a  private  bill,  with  favhring  testimony  from  Sena¬ 
tor  Ellender;  and  Charles  F.  Dulaney,  of  Baton  Rouge; 
and  opposing  testimony  from  Reynolds  Florance,  U.S. 
Forest  Service,  Department  of  Agriculture; 

S.  882,  a  private  bill,  with  favorW  testimony  from 
Senator  Cooper;  Mrs.  Kelly  Kash  and  Roy  E.  Davis, 
both  of  Irvine,  Ky.;  and  Robert  H.  NIcNeil,  a  D.C. 
attorney;  and  opposing  testimony  from  hlr.  Florance; 
and 

S.  864,  to  provide  greater  protection  againshtfhe  intro¬ 
duction  and  dissemination  of  diseases  of  livestfe^ck  and 
poultry,  with  testimony  from  M.  R.  Clarkson,  Agricul¬ 
tural  Research  Service,  Department  of  Agriculture  panel 
Dr.  W.  L.  Bendix,  U.S.  Livestock  Sanitary  Association, 
Richmond,  Va. 

APPROPRIATIONS— D.C.,  AND  TREASURY-POST 
OFFICE 

Committee  on  Appropriations :  Committee,  in  executive 
session,  ordered  favorably  reported  with  amendments  ^ 
the  following  two  bills : 

H.R.  5676,  fiscal  i960  appropriations  for  the  D.C.-vas 
approved  the  bill  would  provide  a  total  of  $241,560^402, 
an  increase  of  $4,383,290  over  the  House-passed  figure  of 
$237,186,112;  and 
H.R.  5805,  fiscal  i960  appropriations  for  tly'Treasury 
and  Post  Office  Departments,  and  the  U.S.  Tax  Court — 
as  approved  the  bill  would  provide  a  totaj/of  $4,663,158,- 
600,  an  increase  of  $35,061,600  over  the  House-passed 
figure  of  $4,628,097,000. 

APPROPRIATIONS— DEFENSE 

Committee  on  Appropriation/.  Subcommittee  con 
tinuecl  its  hearings  on  fiscal  *960  budget  estimates  for 
the  Department  of  Defense/with  testimony  from  Vice 
Adm.  Harold  P.  Smith,  CJuef  of  Naval  Personnel;  Maj. 
Gen.  D.  M.  Weller,  Assj^tant  Chief  of  Staff,  Headquar¬ 
ters,  and  Maj.  Gen.  Adto  Shapley,  Director,  Division  of 
Reserves,  both  of  theAJ.S.  Marine  Corps;  and  Maj.  Gen. 
Joseph  J.  Nazzanai;  Director  of  Personnel  Planning, 
Headquarters,  vbr  Force. 

Hearings  cooiinue  tomorrow. 

APPROPRIATIONS— INTERIOR 

Committee  on  Appropriations :  Subcommittee  con- 
cludedTts  hearings  on  proposed  fiscal  i960  budget  esti¬ 


mates  for  the  Department  of  the  Interior,  and  relate^ 
agencies,  after  hearing  testimony  from  Senator 
fauver,  on  funds  for  additional  development  of  Gfeat 
Smoky  Mountains  National  Park,  Tenn.;  SenatoyScott, 
on  funds  for  acquisition  of  land  at  Gettysburg  National 
J-  Military  Park;  Senator  Morse,  on  numerous  it/ms  in  the 
bill;  and  Roger  Ernst,  Assistant  Secretary  oLme  Interior, 
who  discussed  funds  for  the  Indian  construction  pro¬ 
gram. 

COMMITTEE  BUSINESS 

Committee  on  Armed  Services :  Lfie  committee,  in  open 
session,  ordered  favorably  reporfed  without  amendment 
H.R.  3292,  to  amend  the  laws/relating  to  the  furnishing 
of  supplies  and  services  to  foreign  vessels  and  aircraft  by 
the  Navy,  and  H.R.  336^;  to  extend  existing  loans  of 
naval  vessels  to  certain  foreign  countries. 

Committee,  in  executive  session,  ordered  favorably  re¬ 
ported  without  amendment  S.  19,  to  provide  a  method 
of  regulating  and/nxing  wage  rates  for  employees  of  the 
Portsmouth,  Nod.,  Naval  Shipyard,  prior  to  which 
action  the  subcommittee  report  thereon  was  adopted. 

Also,  in  .-executive  session,  committee  approved  the 
nominatums  of  William  B.  Franke,  of  New  York,  to  be 
Secretary  of  the  Navy;  Fred  A.  Bantz,  of  New  York,  to 
be  Utfuer  Secretary  of  the  Navy;  Joseph  V.  Chary k,  of 
California,  to  be  an  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force; 
lomas  S.  Gates,  Jr.,  of  Pennsylvania,  to  be  Deputy 
:retary  of  Defense;  and  464  nominations  covering 
cadVs  and  appointments  in  the  Army. 

MORTGAGE  CREDIT 

Committee,  on  Banking  and  Currency :  Subcommittee 
on  Housing,  continued  its  hearings  on  the  subject  of 
mortgage  credit,  with  testimony  as  to  the  effect  of  mone¬ 
tary  policy  on\the  supply  of  mortgage  credit  from 
James  J.  O’LearyMDirector  of  Economic  Research,  Life 
Insurance  Association  of  America. 

Hearings  continue  Monday,  May  25. 

MUTUAL  SECURITY 

Committee  on  Foreign  Relations :  Committee  continued 
*  its  hearings  on  the  prcposedSmutual  security  program 
for  fiscal  i960,  receiving  the  testimony  of  Senator  Gruen- 
ing,  and  numerous  public  witnesses  representing  various 
organizations. 

Hearings  continue  tomorrow. 

ARMY-NAVY  HOSPITAL  CONVEY A^^CE 

Committee  on  Government  Operations:\Commhtee 
held  hearings  on  S.  1616,  to  convey  to  th\  State  of 
Arkansas  the  Army  and  Navy  General  Hospital,  Hot 
Springs  National  Park,  Ark.  Testimony  favoring  the 
bill  was  received  from  Don  W.  Russell,  Director,  ArW- 
sas  State  Board  of  Vocational  Education;  Maj.  Geh. 
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SiNs  B.  Hays,  Surgeon  General,  Department  of  the 
Army:  E.  E.  Ferebee,  Office  of  Vocational  Rehabilita¬ 
tion,  and  Chester  B.  Lund,  Office  of  the  Secretary,  both 
of  the  Department  of  HEW,  both  of  whom  suggested 
amendments  to  the  bill;  E.  B.  Whitten,  National  Reha¬ 
bilitation  Association;  Donald  E.  Lee,  Chief  of  the 
Lands  Division,  and  Frank  E.  Harrison,  both  of  the 
National  Park  Service,  Interior  Department,  who  sug¬ 
gested  amendments  to  the  bill;  and  Curtis  A.  Roos, 
Public  Buildings.,  Service,  Randolph  M.  Jackson,  Real 
Property  Division,  and  Robert  Davis,  Office  of  the 
Administrator,  all  of  thoGSA. 

Hearings  were  adjourned\subject  to  call  of  the  Chair. 

LAWS  AFFECTING  THE  ICC 

Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce :  The 
Surface  Transportation  Subcommittee  held  hearings  to 
receive  testimony  from  officials  of  the\Jnterstate  Com¬ 
merce  Commission  with  regard  to  the  aahiinistration  of 
laws  affecting  ICC  functions  passed  by  the  Congress 
within  the  last  2  years.  Witnesses  heard  werNKenneth 
H.  Tuggle,  Chairman,  and  Richard  F.  Mitcheih  John 
H.  Winchell,  and  Howard  G.  Freas,  members,  anePother 
ICC  representatives. 


CIVIL  RIGHTS 

Committee  on  the  Judiciary:  Continuing  its  hearings 
on  pending  civil  rights  proposals,  the  Constitutional 
Rights  Subcommittee  had  as  its  witnesses  Representa¬ 
tives  Rivers  of  South  Carolina  and  Whitten  ^and  Bruce 
Bennett,  attorney  general,  State  of  Arkansa; 

Hearings  continue  tomorrow. 

CONSTITUTIONAL  AMENDMENT-/SCHOOLS 

Committee  on  the  Judiciary :  Subcommittee  on  Consti¬ 
tutional  Amendments  concluded  it*  hearings  on  S.J.  Res. 
32,  proposing  an  amendment  to  yne.  Constitution  reserv¬ 
ing  to  the  States  exclusive  control  over  public  schools, 
with  testimony  from  Senator  Rtennis. 

It  was  announced  that  tfie  record  would  remain  open 
for  several  days  for  the  inclusion  of  additional  written 
material. 

PRICE  INCREASES , 

Committee  on  the  Judiciary:  The  Antitrust  and  Monop¬ 
oly  Subcommittee  concluded  its  hearings  on  S.  215,  to 
require  advan^  notice  of  price  increases,  after  hearing 
testimony  from  John  W.  Gwynne,  Chairman,  and  Wil¬ 
liam  C.  Kern,  and  Edward  T.  Tait,  both  members,  all 
of  the  Federal  Trade  Commission. 

Hearings  adjourned  subject  to  call  of  the  Chair. 


House  of  Representatives 


_y 


Chamber  Action 

Bills  Introduced:  31  public  bills,  H.R.  7313-7343;  5  pri¬ 
vate  bills,  H.R.  7344-7348;  and  12  resolutions,  H.J.  Res. 
397,  H.  Con.  Res.  177-184,  and  H.  Res.  270-272/were 

introduced.  Pages  7973,  798 1-7982 

Bills  Reported:  Reports  were  filed  as  follow*: 
Disposition  of  executive  papers  (H.  Rept.  ,371) ; 

H.R.  6435,  relative  to  disposition  upon  the  death  of  a 
Member  of  the  House  of  Representatives  of  amounts 
held  for  him  in  the  trust  fund  account  in  the  Office  of 
the  Sergeant  at  Arms,  and  of  other/amounts  due  such 
Member,  amended  (H.  Rept.  372)^ 

H.R.  3735,  relative  to  equalizing  retirement  pay  of 
former  policemen,  firemen,  '\yhite  House  Police,  and 
Secret  Service  personnel,  andjdieir  dependents,  amended 
(H.  Rept.  373)  ; 

H.  Res.  270,  authorizing  the  employment  of  an  addi¬ 
tional  assistant  in  the  office  of  the  attending  physician, 
U.S.  Congress  (H.  Rent.  374) ; 

H.  Res.  271,  specifying  salary  rates  for  various  em¬ 
ployees  of  House  qi  Representatives  (H.  Rept.  375) ;  and 
H.R.  7343,  rmking  appropriations  for  the  Depart¬ 
ments  of  Stats' and  Justice,  the  Judiciary,  and  related 
fscal  year  i960  (H.  Rept.  376). 

Pages  7980-7981 

Flood  Prevention:  Received  and  read  a  letter  from  the 
chairayui  of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  announcing 


agencies  for 


the  approval  of  work  plans  in  connection  with  the  f ol¬ 
io  wing'projects: 

Little  Paint  Creek,  Ala.; 

Big  ParkfJowa; 

Jennings  Greek,  Tenn.;  and 

American  Fork-Dry  Creek,  Utah. 

The  message  add  papers  were  referred  to  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Appropriations.  page  7927 

President’s  MessageV-Science  Fair:  Received  and 
read  a  message  from  the  president  transmitting  plan  for 
U.S.  participation  in  the\World  Science  Pan-Pacific 
Exposition  to  be  held  at  Seattle,  Wash.,  in  1961.  The 
message  and  accompanying  papers  were  referred  to  the 
Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs.  \  page  7928 

Housing:  The  House  by  a  record  vpte  of  261  yeas  to  160 
nays  passed  S.  57,  Housing  Act  of  1959,  after  adopting 
the  committee  substitute  amendment  which  replaced  the 
Senate-approved  language.  House  agreed  to  insist  on 
its  amendment;  to  request  a  conference  witkthe  Senate; 
and  appointed  as  conferees  Representatives  Spence, 
Brown  of  Georgia,  Patman,  Rains,  McDonough,  Wid- 
nall,  and  Bass  of  New  Hampshire.  A  motion  to  Neom- 
mit  the  bill  and  insert  the  provisions  of  H.R.  jiifjor 
the  text  of  the  committee  substitute  amendment  was 
jected  by  a  record  vote  of  189  yeas  to  233  nays.  A  reV^ 
quest  for  a  separate  vote  on  the  Thomas  amendment  to 
require  direct  congressional  appropriation  of  funds  in 
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lieu  of  present  Treasury  authorization  method  of  financ¬ 
ing  resulted  in  its  adoption  by  a  record  vote  of  222  yeas 
to  201  nays 


Committee  Meetings 

■  ■  — ■  "  ■■■■■—■  ■■■  ■  ■Qi”11  ■ 


201  nays.  \ 

During  today’s  session  amendments  were  adopted  that 
provided  for—  \ 

Certain  public  'disclosure  of  statistics  by  redevelopers 
of  urban  renewal  arbas ; 

Including  hotels  aVl  transient  housing  in  urban  re¬ 
newal  programs ;  \ 

New  text  for  “urban  planning”  section; 

Deletion  of  Wherry  hckising  acquisition  provisions 
under  “Armed  Services  Homing”  section; 

Extension  of  repayment  pei\od  by  5  years  on  GI  in¬ 
sured  housing  loans.  \ 

Rejected  amendments  that  sought  to— 

Provide  payments  for  business  goodwill  lost  in  relocat¬ 
ing  business  in  urban  renewal  programs ; 

Delete  title  VI,  low-rent  public  housir 
Limit,  in  cities  of  1  million  or  more  persons,  the  erec¬ 
tion  of  public  housing  units  to  areas  acqun^d  through 
urban  renewal  programs ; 

Make  interest  on  public  housing  bonds  taxable;  and 
Write  in  congressional  intent  that  there  shoulc 
discrimination  in  selection  of  occupants  of  public 
ing  on  grounds  of  race,  color,  or  creed.  Pages  7928—7? 

Legislative  Program:  The  legislative  program  for  th? 
week  of  May  25  was  announced  by  the  majority  leader. 

*  Page  7954 

House  Employees:  Adopted  the  following  two  resolu¬ 
tions  relating  to  employees  of 'the  House  of  Represents 
tives: 

H.  Res.  270,  authorizing  the  employment  of  an  addi¬ 
tional  assistant  in  the  office  of  the  attending  physician, 
U.S.  Congress;  and 

H.  Res.  271,  specifying  salary  rates  for  various  em¬ 
ployees  of  House  of  Representatives.  /  page  7973 

Calendar  Wednesday:  Agreed  to  dispense  with  Calen¬ 
dar  Wednesday  business  of  May  27.  /  pa9e  7973 

Committee  Resignation:  Received)  read,  and  accepted 
letter  of  resignation  of  Representative  Levering  from 
membership  on  the  Committe/On  Post  Office  and  Civil 
Service.  /  Page  797S 

Bills  Referred:  46  Senatypassed  bills  were  referred  to 
appropriate  committees/  poges  7979-7980 

Quorum  Call  and  Record  Votes:  During  the  proceed¬ 
ings  of  the  House  today  one  quorum  call  and  three  rec¬ 
ord  votes  developed  and  they  appear  on  pages  7928, 7963, 
7970,  and  7970-7)71. 

Program  io/ Monday:  Adjourned  at  5:49  p.m.  until 
Monday,  May  25,  at  12  o’clock  noon,  when  the  House 
will  consider  H.R.  7176,  general  government  matters 
appropriation  bill  for  i960,  and  H.R.  7343,  the  Depart- 


WHEAT 


Committee  on  Agriculture :  Met  in  executive  session  and 
ordered  favorably  reported  to  the  House  a  clean  bill 
H.R.  7246  (amended  and  in  lieu  of  H.R.  7118),  to  pro¬ 
vide  that  the  acreage  allotment  reduction  of  wheat  shall 
be  25  percent)  and  price  supports  shall  be  90  percent  of 
parity,  and  for  other  purposes. 


FEDERA 

Comr, 


'RESERVE  BANKS 


JUVENILE  DELINQUENCY  CONTROL 


LABOR-MANAGEMENT  REFORM 


were  heard  and  hearings 


MUTUAL  SECURITY  EXTENSION 


INTERIOR  COMMITTEE  MISCELLAI 


The  committee  also  ordered  favorably  reported  H.R. 

6436  (amended),  to  amend  the  federal  Insecticide, 
Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act  sjoas  to  include  nemato 
cicles,  plant  regulators,  defoliants,  and  desiccants. 


WHERRY  HOUSING  PROGRAM 

Committee  on  Armed  S/rvices:  Subcommittee  on  Ac¬ 
quisition  of  Wherry  Housing  heard  John  Arrington, 
Chief  of  Family  Housing,  Office  of  Secretary  of  Defense, 
with  respect  to  progress  made  to  date  in  the  Govern¬ 
ment's  acquisition  of  certain  Wherry  housing  projects. 
A  public  witi/ss  was  also  heard.  Hearings  continue 
tomorrow. 


tee  on  Banking  and  Currency :  Met  in  executive 
session  and  ordered  favorably  reported  to  the  House 
S.  2120  (amended),  to  amend  section  19  of  the  Federal 
eserve  Act  with  respect  to  the  reserves  required  to  be 
maintained  by  member  banks  of  die  Federal  Reserve 
tem  against  deposits. 


Cominittee  on  Education  and  Labor :  Subcommittee  on 


Special  Education  ordered  favorably  reported  to  the  full 
committeeVvith  amendments  H.R.  3464,  Juvenile  De¬ 
linquency  Control  Projects  Act  (a  clean  bill  will  be 
introduced  in  lieu  thereof).  / 


Committee  on  Education  and  Labor :  Subcommittee  on 
Labor-Management  Reform  Legislation  continued  hear¬ 
ings  on  H.R.  4473  andvrelated  bills.  Public  witnesses 

sume  on  Tuesday,  May  26. 


Committee  on  Foreign  A {faiths:  Continued  executive 
markup  on  legislation  relative  ub  the  extension  of  the 
Mutual  Security  Act.  Such  sessioiryesume  on  Monday, 
May  25. 


Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affahs:  Subcom¬ 
mittee  on  Territorial  and  Insular  Affairs  ordered  favor¬ 
ably  reported  to  the  full  committee  the  followups  bills: 
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IN  THE  SENATE  OP  THE  UNITED  STATES 

May  21, 1959 

Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

(IN  THE  NATURE  OF  A  SUBSTITUTE) 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Dirksen  to  the  bill  (S.  1968) 
to  strengthen  the  wheat  marketing  quota  and  price  support 
program,  viz:  Strike  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause  and 
insert  the  following: 

1  That  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “ Agricultural  Act  of 

2  1959”. 

3  TITLE  I— WHEAT 

4  DISCONTINUANCE  OF  ACREAGE  ALLOTMENTS  AND  MAR- 

5  KETING  QUOTAS  ON  WHEAT 

6  Sec.  101.  The  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938, 

7  as  amended,  is  amended — 

8  (1)  by  amending  subsection  (f)  of  section  335  by 

9  deleting  item  (1)  and  renumbering  items  (2),  (3), 

10  and  (4)  as  items  (1),  (2),  and  (3),  respectively; 
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(2)  by  adding  the  following  new  section: 

“Sec.  339.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 

* 

law,  acreage  allotments  and  marketing  quotas  shall  not  be 
established  for  the  1963  and  subsequent  crops  of  wheat.” 

PEICE  SUPPORT 

Sec.  102.  Title  I  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as 
amended,  is  further  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof 
the  following: 

“Sec.  106.  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section 
101  of  this  Act,  price  support  for  wheat  shall  be  as  follows: 
“(a)  The  level  of  price  support  to  cooperators  for 
the  1960  crop,  the  1961  crop,  and  the  1962  crop  of 
wheat,  respectively,  if  producers  have  not  disapproved 
marketing  quotas  for  such  crop,  shall  be  75  per  centum 
of  the  average  price  received  for  wheat  by  farmers  dur¬ 
ing  the  three  marketing  years  immediately  preceding  the 
marketing  year  for  such  crop.  Price  support  for  each 
such  crop  of  wheat  in  case  marketing  quotas  are  disap¬ 
proved,  in  the  case  of  noncooperators  and  in  the  case  of 
cooperators  outside  the  commercial  wheat-producing 
area  shall  be  as  provided  in  section  101  (d)  (3),  (5), 
and  ( 7 ) . 

“(b)  The  level  of  price  support  to  producers  for  the 
1963  crop  and  each  subsequent  crop  of  wheat  shall  be 
90  per  centum  of  the  average  price  received  for  wheat 
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by  fanners  during  the  three  marketing  years  immedi¬ 
ately  preceding  the  marketing  year  for  such  crop. 

The  Secretary  shall  determine  and  announce  the  price  sup¬ 
port  level  for  each  crop  of  wheat  in  advance  of  the  planting 
season  on  the  basis  of  the  statistics  and  other  information 
available  at  that  time,  and  such  price  support  level  shall  be 
final.” 

TITLE  II— CONSERVATION  RESERVE  PROGRAM 
Sec.  201.  Section  108  (b)  of  the  Soil  Bank  Act  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following :  “Effec¬ 
tive  beginning  with  1960,  the  Secretary  shall  give  special 
consideration  to  those  States  and  regions  where  it,  is  neces¬ 
sary  to  discourage  the  production  of  wheat.” 

Sec.  202.  Section  109  of  the  Soil  Bank  Act  is 
amended — 

( 1 )  by  amending  subsection  (a)  to  read  as  follows : 

“  (a)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  formulate  and  an¬ 
nounce  programs  under  this  subtitle  B  and  to  enter  into  con¬ 
tracts  thereunder  with  producers  during  the  eight-year  pe¬ 
riod  1956-1963  to  be  carried  out  during  the  period  ending 
not  later  than  December  31,  1972,  except  that  contracts  for 
the  establishment  of  tree  cover  may  continue  until  December 
31,  1977.”; 

(2)  by  striking  out  in  subsection  (c)  “$450,- 
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000,000”,  and  substituting  in  lieu  thereof  “$500,- 

000,000”. 

TITLE  III— EXTENSION  OF  PUBLIC  LAW  480 

Sec.  301.  The  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  As¬ 
sistance  Act  of  1954.  as  amended,  is  amended  as  follows: 

(1)  Sections  109  and  204  of  such  Act  are  amended  by 
striking  out  “1959”  and  substituting  in  lieu  thereof  “1962”. 

(2)  Section  103(b)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  strik¬ 
ing  out  “1959”  and  substituting  in  lieu  thereof  “1962”  and 
by  striking  out  “$2,250,000,000”  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  “$6,750,000,000”. 

(3)  Section  203  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out 
“$800,000,000”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “$1,- 
500,000,000”. 
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86th  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


Calendar  No.  283 

S.  1968 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

Mat  21, 1959 

Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Humphrey  to  the  bill  (S.  1968) 
to  strengthen  the  wheat  marketing  quota  and  price  support 
program,  viz: 

1  Beginning  on  page  1,  line  5,  strike  out  all  of  section 

2  106  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  following : 

3  “Sec.  106.  (a)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  sec- 

4  tion  101  of  this  Act,  for  each  of  the  1960  and  1961  crops  of 

5  wheat  price  support  shall  be  made  available  as  provided  in 

6  this  section.  The  support  price  for  each  such  crop  shall  be 
I  85  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  therefor.  Wheat  of  any 

8  such  crop  shall  be  eligible  for  price  support  only  if  (1) 

9  the  farm  on  which  the  wheat  is  produced  is  in  compliance 
10  with  the  farm  wheat  acreage  allotment  for  such  crop,  and 
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(2)  the  total  acreage  on  the  farm  devoted  to  the  production 
of  crops,  supported  under  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as 
amended,  which  would  normally  he  harvested  in  the  calendar 
year  in  which  the  wheat  crop  for  which  the  producer  applies 
for  price  support  is  normally  harvested,  does  not  exceed 
the  total  average  annual  acreage  on  the  farm  devoted  to 
the  production  of  such  price  supported  crops  for  harvest  in 
1957  and  1958,  less  an  acreage  equal  to  20  per  centum  of 
the  farm  acreage  allotment  for  the  crop  of  wheat  for  which 
application  for  price  support  is  made  which  would  be  in 
effect  for  the  farm  except  for  the  reduction  thereof  as  pro¬ 
vided  in  section  344(c)  (2)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended:  Provided ,  however,  That  a  farm 
shall  be  deemed  in  compliance  with  the  foregoing  require¬ 
ments  for  price  support  for  wheat  if  no  crop  other  than 
wheat  supported  under  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as 
amended,  is  produced  on  the  farm  for  haivest  in  1960  or 
1961,  whichever  is  applicable,  and  the  farm  is  in  compli¬ 
ance  with  the  farm  wheat  acreage  allotment.  In  accord¬ 
ance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  the  acre¬ 
age  of  such  price  supported  crops  for  1957  and  1958  may 
be  adjusted  for  abnormal  weather  conditions,  established 
crop-rotation  practices  for  the  farm,  diversion  under  soil 
bank  programs,  and  to  reflect  history  acreage  preserved 
under  section  377  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 
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1938,  as  amended,  to  the  extent  of  any  unused  allotment 
not  diverted  to  the  production  of  such  price  supported  crops. 
For  the  purposes  of  this  section  a  producer  shall  not  be 
deemed  to  have  exceeded  the  farm  acreage  allotment  or  the 
acreage  of  permitted  price  supported  crops  for  the  farm  un¬ 
less  the  producer  knowingly  exceeded  such  allotment  or 
permitted  acreage.  In  addition,  for  the  1960  or  1961  crops 
of  wheat,  if  the  producers  on  the  farm  meet  the  foregoing 
requirements  for  price  support  and,  in  accordance  with  reg¬ 
ulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  designate  an  acreage 
on  the  farm  equal  to  the  20  per  centum  reduction  in  the 
farm  acreage  allotment  required  under  section  344(c)  (2) 
of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act,  as  amended,  for  the 
particular  crop  of  wheat  and  do  not  produce  an}?-  crop 
thereon  which  is  normally  harvested  in  the  calendar  year 
in  which  the  particular  crop  of  wheat  is  normally  harvested 
and  do  not  graze  such  acreage  during  such  year,  such  pro¬ 
ducers  shall  be  entitled  to  a  wheat  payment  in  kind  from 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  stocks  equal  in  value  to  one- 
third  of  the  average  annual  yield  in  bushels  of  wheat  per 
harvested  acre  on  the  farm  for  the  three  j^ears  immediately 
preceding  the  year  for  which  the  designation  is  made,  ad¬ 
justed  for  abnormal  weather  conditions  and  as  determined 
under  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  multiplied 
by  the  number  of  designated  acres.  Such  wheat  may  be 
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marketed  without  penalty  but  shall  not  he  eligible  for  price 
support.  The  payment  in  kind  shall  he  made  by  the  issu¬ 
ance  of  a  negotiable  certificate  which  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  shall  redeem  in  wheat  equal  in  value  to  the 
value  of  the  certificate.  The  certificate  shall  have  a  value 
equal  to  the  number  of  bushels  determined  as  aforesaid  mul¬ 
tiplied  by  the  basic  county  support  rate  per  bushel  for  num¬ 
ber  one  wheat  of  the  crop  normally  harvested  in  the  year 
for  which  the  acreage  is  designated  and  for  the  county  in 
which  the  designated  acreage  is  located.  The  wheat  re¬ 
deemable  for  such  certificate  shall  he  valued  at  the  market 
price  thereof  as  determined  by  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion.  The  Secretary  shall  provide  by  regulation  for  the 
sharing  of  a  certificate  among  producers  on  the  farm  on  a 
fair  and  equitable  basis.  The  acreage  on  the  farm  which 
would  otherwise  he  eligible  to  be  placed  in  the  conservation 
reserve  program  for  1960  or  1961  shall  be  reduced  by  an 
amount  equal  to  the  required  reduction  of  20  per  centum 
under  section  344(c)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 
of  1938,  as  amended,  for  the  wheat  crop  of  the  correspond¬ 
ing  year.  Price  support  at  85  per  centum  of  parity  under 
this  section  shall  be  made  available  only  to  cooperators  and 
only  if  producers  have  not  disapproved  marketing  quotas 
for  the  crop. 

“(b)  The  total  amount  of  price  support  made  available 


5 


1  under  this  act  to  any  person  for  each  of  the  crops  of  wheat 

2  harvested  in  1960  and  1961,  respectively,  through  loans  or 

3  purchases  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  or  other 

4  agency  of  the  United  States  Department  of  Agriculture,  shall 

5  not  exceed  $35,000.  In  the  case  of  any  loan  to,  or  purchase 

6  from,  a  cooperative  marketing  organization  such  limitation 

7  shall  not  apply  to  the  amount  of  price  support  extended  to 

8  the  cooperative  marketing  organization,  but  the  amount  of 

9  price  support  made  available  to  any  person  through  such 
10  cooperative  marketing  organization  shall  be  included  in  de¬ 
ll  termining  the  amount  of  price  support  extended  to  such  per- 

12  son  for  the  purpose  of  applying  such  limitation.  The  term 

13  ‘person’  shall  mean  any  individual,  partnership,  firm,  joint 

14  stock  company,  corporation,  association,  trust,  estate,  or 

15  other  legal  entity  or  a  state,  political  subdivision  of  a  state 

16  or  any  agency  thereof  except  that  in  the  case  of  a  partnership 

17  made  up  of  two  or  more  separate  families  or  households 

18  each  such  family  or  household  may  be  considered  at  its  option 

19  .  as  a  ‘person’  for  purposes  of  this  subsection.  The  Secretary 

20  shall  issue  regulations  prescribing  such  rules  as  he  determines 

21  necessary  to  assure  a  fair  and  effective  application  of  such 

22  limitation,  and  to  prevent  the  evasion  of  such  limitation.” 
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HIGHLIGHiS i^^nate  passed  wheat  bill.  Sen.  Aiken  criticized  Secretary'^  proposal 
on  REA  financing.  Sen.  Dirksen  inserted  Secretary's  Cedar  Rapids  speech. 


SENATE 


WHEAT.  Passed  with  amendments  S,  1968,  to  revise  price  supports  and  acreage 
allotments  for  wheat.  pp.  7991-8021,  8033-62,  3072-3 


Agreed  t»  the  following  amendments: 

By  Sen.  Williams,  Del.,  57  to  20,  to  provide  that  the  total  amount  of  price 

support  extended  to  any  person  on  any  year's  production  of  commodities  through 
loans  or  purchases  by  CCC,  or  any  other  USDA  agency,  shall  not  exceed 
.  ••$35y000.  pp.  8000-12 

By  Sen.  Hart  to  remove  the  30-acre  'limitation  on  the  amount  of  wheat  a  farmer 
may  grow  to  be  used  for  feed  and  seed  purposes  on  his  own  farm  during  the 
crop  years  1960-61.'  pp.  8042-3 

By  Sen.  Young,  N.  Dak.,  to  add  an  additional  proviso  relative  to  price  supports, 
whereby  a  farmer  who  reduces  his  wheat  acreage  allotment  10%  will  receive 
price  supports  at  75 %  of  parity,  pp.  8052-4 

By  Sen.  Humphrey  to  modify  the  Williams  amendment,  after  it  had  been  agreed  to, 
to  provide  that  the  $35,000  limitation  on  price  support  payments  to  an  indi¬ 
vidual  shall  not  apply  to  a  cooperative  marketing  organization,  but  the 
amount  of  price  support  made  available  to  any  person  through  such  cooperative 
marketing  organization  shall  be  included  in  determining  the  amount  of  price 
support  extended  to  the  person  under  the  $35,000  limitation,  p.  8056 


2 


Rejected  the  following  amendments : 

By  Sen.  Dirksen,  in  the  nature  of  a  substitute  for  the  bill,  to  provide  price 
support  for  wheat  until  1962  at  75%.  of  parity  based  on  the  immediately  pre¬ 
ceding  3-year  average  prices,  to  extend  the  conservation  reserve  program  for 
3  years,  and  to  extend  Public  Law  480  for  3  years,  pp.  8056-60 
By  Sen.  Capehart ,  5  to  69,  to  eliminate  all  price  supports,  acreage  allotments, 
and  marketing  quotas  for  I960  and  subsequent  crops,  and  to  freeze  CCC  stocks 
of  surplus  commodities  except  for  certain  purposes,  pp.  8033-42 
By  Sen.  Dirksen  to  provide  that,  in  conducting  wheat  referenda,  all  farmers  en¬ 
gaged  in  the  production  of  wheat  normally  harvested  in  the  calendar  year 
immediately  preceding  the  calendar  year  in  which  a  referendum  is  held  shall 
be  eligible  to  vote.  The  effect  of  the  amendment  would  have  been  to  permit 
farmers  who  grow  less  than  15  acres  of  wheat  to  vote  in  a  referendum, 
pp.  8054-6 

By  Sen.  Humphrey,  24  to  52,  in  the  nature  of  a  substitute  for  the  Williams,  Del. 
amendment,  to  provide  that  price  supports  to  any  person  for  each  crop  of 
wheat  harvested  during  1960  and  1961  through  loans  or  purchases  by  CCC,  or 
any  other  agency  of  USDA,  shall  not  exceed  $35,000.  pp.  8005-12 
By  Sen.  Humphrey,  30  to  48,  to  provide  price  supports  for  wheat  at  85%  of 
parity  with  a  20%  reduction  in  acreage,  pp.  8014-21 

Sen.  Carlson  submitted  and  later  withdrew  an  amendment  in  the  nature  of  a 
substitute  for  the  bill,  which  would  have  substituted  the  language  of  hrs  bill, 

S.  1484,  providing  for  a  marketing  quota  and  income  stabilization  plan  for 
wheat,  pp.  8043-52 


SVELECTRIFI CATION.  Sen.  Aiken  criticized  the  Secretary's  Cedar  Rapids,  Iowa, 

>§peech  as  reported  by  the  press  as  advocating  "doing  away  with  the  REA  and  S 
cr&ating  a  privately  owned  bank  to  take  over  the  financing  of  this  importantly 
ruralxorogram,"  and  Sen.  Aiken  stated  that  "It  would  force  possibly  one-t^rd 
of  the  R^A  cooperatives  to  give  up  the  ghost  and  sell  out  to  the  utility  in¬ 
terests  ,,,Nsand  further  that  "I  dissociate  myself  completely  from  this/attack  by 
the  Secret ar^\upon  the  REA.  I  shall  do  all  I  can  to  prevent  his  recommendation 
from  being  acte&yupon  favorably  this  session."  Sens.  Johnson  ami  Carlson  com¬ 
mended  Sen.  Aik en'X.  statement .  p.  7991  ./ 

3.  COUNTRY  LIFE.  Sen.  Wileyurged  the  Agriculture  and  For^try  Committee  to  hold 

hearings  on  his  bill,  S.  265,  to  establish  a  Country/Life  Commission,  and  in¬ 
serted  a  magazine  article  coht.aining  excerpts  fropr the  reports  of  the  Country 
Life  Commission  appointed  by  Prb^ident  Theodor^Roosevelt  in  1908.  pp.  7989-90 

4.  WATER  RESOURCES.  The  Interior  and  In^laryi(f fairs  Committee  reported  without 

amendment  H.  R.  1306,  to  amend  the  ColyHfoia  Basin  Project  Act  so  as  to  permit 
delivery  of  water  for  use  by  Washington  Shate  College  for  agricultural  research 
purposes  (S.  Rept.  309).  p.  798£/^ 

The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  reported  without  amendment  S.  Res. 
121,  to  provide  for  the  apppfntment  of  the  chairman  of  the  Interior  and  Insular 
Affairs  Committee  as  an  ex  officio  member  of  the  Seifeqt  Committee  on  National 
Water  Resources  (S.  Repff.  310).  p.  7985 

5.  DISASTER  RELIEF.  Jteceived  from  the  President  a  report  of  actX(ity  under  authori¬ 

ty  of  Public  Law  875,  81st  Congress,  which  authorizes  Federal  ai*d  to  State  and 
local  governments  in  major  disasters,  p.  7983  X. 

6.  FARM  PIECES.  Sen.  Langer  inserted  a  letter  from  a  constituent  discussin^the 

effects  of  farm  prices  and  costs,  pp.  7984-5  X. 

7.  JjliGISLATIVE  ACCOMPLISHMENTS.  Sen.  Humphrey  inserted  a  summary  of  major  legis-X^ 
s'  lation  passed  by  the  Senate  since  Jan.  7,  1959.  p.  8084 
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George  Washington  first  developed  the 
concept  of  \upporting  active  duty  forces 
with  an  organized  militia.  The  Founding 
Fathers  attached  so  much  importance  to  the 
concept  that  thw  provided  for  the  training 
and  maintenance\of  a  militia  in  the  basic 
law  of  our  country^  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States. 

The  militia  clause  df  the  national  charter 
gave  to  Congress  the  \ower  to  provide  for 
organizing,  arming,  ami  training  of  the 
militia  according  to  the  discipline  prescribed 
by  Congress.  But  the  Constitution  reserved 
to  the  individual  States  theVppointment  of 
officers  and  the  training  of  tne  militia. 

It  was  under  this  clause  tha\the  modern 
counterpart  of  the  militia,  tne  National 
Guard,  developed.  But  it  was  no\  until  the 
National  Defense  Act  of  1916  thatVthe  Na¬ 
tional  Guard  of  the  several  States  attained  a 
statutory  basis  as  a  component  of  thevArmy 
of  the  United  States  when  in  military  service. 

Since  that  time,  the  guard  has  advanced 
to  its  present  recognition  in  the  Arnred 
Forces  Reserve  Act  as  an  integral  part  of  thfc 
first  line  of  defense  of  this  Nation.  It  should'' 
also  be  remembered  that  the  declaration  of 
congressional  policy  in  the  Universal  Military 
Training  and  Service  Act  provides  that  “it  is 
essential  that  the  strength  and  organization 
of  the  National  Guard,  both  ground  and  air, 
as  an  integral  part  of  the  first  line  defenses 
of  this  Nation,  be  at  all  times  maintained 
and  assured.”  Despite  this  constitutional 
and  statutory  recognition,  it  frequently  has 
been  difficult  to  assure  the  strength  and  or¬ 
ganization  of  the  guard.  This  difficulty  is 
in  no  way  the  result  of  any  lack  of  dedica¬ 
tion  or  enthusiasm  by  members  of  the  guard. 
It  is,  in  my  opinion,  the  result  of  a  lack  of 
appreciation  and  understanding  in  some 
quarters  of  the  high  quality  of  the  guard 
forces  and  of  the  determination  of  guards¬ 
men  to  share  in  the  defense  of  .our  country. 

Anyone  with  a  rudimentary  knowledge  of 
the  guard  knows  that  it  has  both  a  Federal 
and  a  State  mission.  The  Federal  mission  of 
the  guard  is  to  provide  reserve  units  that 
are  adequately  organized,  trained,  and 
equipped  for  utilization  in  the  event  of 
mobilization  into  national  service.  The 
State  mission  is  to  provide  a  trained  and 
equipped  military  organization  for  utiliza¬ 
tion  by  State  authorities  in  performing  the 
police  powers  of  protecting  life  and  property 
and  preserving  peace,  order,  and  public 
safety. 

I  am  grateful  for  this  opportunity  to  pay 
tribute  to  the  patriotism,  devotion,  &nd  cour¬ 
age  of  those  who  serve  their  country  as  menii 
bers  of  the  National  Guard.  And  I  congrat¬ 
ulate  the  National  Guard  Association  ujfon 
the  dedication  of  the  National  Guard  Memo¬ 
rial.  These  splendid  facilities  will  ^enable 
the  association  to  better  serve  the  g*lard. 


WHEAT  ACT  OF  1059 

The  Senate  resumed  the/consideration 
of  the  bill  (S.  1968)  to /strengthen  the 
wheat  marketing  quota /nd  price  support 
program. 

The  PRESIDENT/pro  tempore.  The 
bill  is  open  to  amendment. 

Mr.  JOHNSON/of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  Humphrey]  and  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr. 
CAPEHARTiynave  amendments.  I  want 
to  protec?  them  and  give  them  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  offer  them,  but  if  they  find  it 
impossible  to  come  to  the  Chamber, 
therp  is  not  anything  to  do  but  proceed 
with  the  consideration  of  the  bill. 

am  going  to  suggest  the  absence  of 
,  quorum  again,  but  I  ask  the  attaches  to 
notify  Senators,  if  they  have  amend¬ 


ments,  to  come  to  the  Chamber  and  offer 
them. 

I  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
order  for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  yield  3  minutes  on  the  bill  to  the 
Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr.  Aiken]. 

SPEECH  BY  SECRETARY  OF  AGRI¬ 
CULTURE  BENSON  ON  REA 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  this, 
morning’s  press  reports  a  speech  made 
yesterday  by  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
Benson  before  the  Cedar  Rapids  Iowa 
:hamber  of  Commerce,  in  which  he  ad- 
icated  doing  away  with  the  REA  and 
creating  a  privately  owned  bank  tp  take 
oveX  the  financing  of  this  important 
ruralVrogram. 

This's,  proposal,  Mr.  President,  /ould 
more  properly  have  come  from  the  cor¬ 
porate  utmty  monopolies.  I  aijr  sure  it 
will  have  their  full  approval. 

The  effectSof  the  Secretaries  proposal 
would  be  toViut  the  rursu  people  of 
America  at  a  still  furthey  disadvantage 
in  what  is  still  a\ompet^tive  economy  in 
this  country. 

It  would  put  theikstill  more  under  the 
thumb  of  giant  bajiftyig  and  other  cor¬ 
porate  interests. 

It  would  force^ossiblXpne-third  of  the 
REA  cooperatives  to  gi\X  up  the  ghost 
and  sell  out /to  the  utilit\  interests. 

Why  did/not  the  administration  raise 
its  voice  /When  the  corporate  utilities 
were  getting  a  subsidy  in  the,  form  of 
rapid  tax  writeoffs  to  the  tune\>f  more 
tharv$3  V2  billion? 

ly  does  it  not  protest  the  risink  cost 
oj^interest  charges  to  our  Government^ 
inch  now  exceeds  the 'costs  of  all  fal 
and  allied  programs  by  over  $2  billion? 

Why  does  it  not  speak  out  strong!: 
against  practices  that  are  throwing  the 
economy  of  America  more  and  fnore  into 
the  hands  of  a  few  giafnt  corporations 
and  farther  and  farther  from  the  con¬ 
trol  of  the  people  of  the  Nation. 

Why  does  it  concentrate  an  attack  on 
farmers  and  other  rural  people  who~are 
banding  together  simply  to  protect  them¬ 
selves  and  their  families? 

I  dissociate  myself  completely  from 
this  attack  by  the  Secretary  upon  the 
REA.  I  shall  do  all  I  can  to  prevent  his 
recommendation  from  being  acted  upon 
favorably  at  this  session. 

A  few  weeks  ago  I  voted  to  sustain  the 
President’s  veto  of  a  bill  which  affected 
the  REA  in  a  minor  way.  I  called  it 
poor  legislation,  as  it  was. 

However,  if  I  had  known  at  that  time 
that  the  Secretary  had  planned  to  make 
this  attack  upon  the  REA,  I  doubt  if  I 
could  have  resisted  the  impulse  to  vote 
with  the  majority  of  this  body. 

I  thoroughly  resent  every  move  to  put 
the  farm  people  of  America  under  the 
domination  of  monopolistic  interests. 


The  American  farmer  was  not  tyfrn 
to  be  a  servant,  and  so  long  as  I  carynelp 
prevent  it,  he  never  will  be. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mpf  Presi¬ 
dent,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas VI  commend 
the  very  able  Senator  foiythe  statement 
he  has  made.  Like  himf  I  was  shocked 
when  I  read  of  the  proposal  to  which  he 
has  alluded.  I  think/ft  could  more  prop¬ 
erly  have  come  iyom  a  private  bank 
rather  than  from  sr public  official  selected 
to  serve  the  agricultural  interests  and 
the  farmers.  I/thank  the  Senator  for  the 
position  he  h/Rs  taken,  and  for  the  posi¬ 
tion  he  hajr  always  taken  on  behalf  of 
the  farme 


WHEAT  ACT  OF  1959 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (S.  1968)  to  strengthen  the 
wheat  marketing  quota  and  price  sup¬ 
port  program. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  on  the 
bill,  I  yield  20  minutes  to  the  Senator 
from  Kansas  [Mr.  Carlson]. 

♦  ,.The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Kansas  is  recognized  for 
20  minutes. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  I  ex¬ 
pect  to  discuss  the  pending  farm  bill  re¬ 
garding  wheat,  but  I  wish  to  commend 
the  Senator  from  Vermont  for  the  state¬ 
ment  he  has  just  made  with  respect  to 
the  REA,  which  is  one  agency  in  this 
Nation  which  has  meant  very  much  to 
the  rural  sections  of  our  country.  I  not 
only  share  the  Senator’s  views,  but  I 
also  appreciate  his  making  his  statement 
this  morning  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate. 

Mr.  President,  I  think  we  must  look  at 
the  agricultural  problem  on  the  basis  of 
a  long-term  program — at  least  for  a 
period  of  from  5  to  10  years.  Our  diffi¬ 
culty  is  we  like  to  look  at  the  immediate 
situation,  which  seems  to  be  one  of  an 
increasing  amount  of  surpluses,  stored 
at  Government  expense. 

We  do  have  a  farm  problem,  and  it  is 
a  problem  of  over-production,  or  sur¬ 
pluses,  which  has  resulted  in  a  serious 
situation  for  the  farmers,  but  from  the 
view  of  the  general  public  it  is  not  a 
problem  at  all,  it  is  a  record  of  magnifi¬ 
cent  achievement. 

It  is  now  time  for  Congress  to  write  a 
prescription  for  more  permanent  rem¬ 
edies  than  those  which  have  served  the 
farmers  for  the  past  25  years.  In  fact, 
Congress  has  the  prescription  for  han¬ 
dling  the  wheat  wheat  problem  before  it 
now,  I  believe,  in  a  bill  to  which  I  shall 
refer  in  the  latter  part  of  this  statement. 

The  programs  which  have  been  insti¬ 
tuted  in  the  period  I  have  mentioned 
have  taught  us  a  great  deal.  We  are 
much  wiser  for  our  experiences,  and  we 
have  accumulated  data  on  which  our 
agriculture  economists  may  draw  to  for¬ 
mulate  new  programs.  It  is  no  time  to 
abandon  the  patient,  which  seem  to  be 
the  conclusion  reached  by  so  many  of  our 
city-born-and-bred  editors,  who  persist¬ 
ently  wring  their  editorial  hands  over  the 
farm  problem  and  the  cost  of  our  faim 
programs. 
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COMMONSEN9E  IS  CALLED  FOR 

A  little  commonsense  would  perhaps  be 
in  order  on  the  part  of  those  who  despair 
about  our  ability  to  handle  our  agricul¬ 
ture  surpluses — which  is  the  heart  of  the 
problem. 

One  thing  badly  needed  is  for  the  pub¬ 
lic  to  come  to  know  the  true  meaning  of 
some  of  the  terms  which  are  used  as  scare 
words  to  create  a  distorted  and  utterly 
untrue  picture  of  the  farmer  in  the  minds 
of  his  city  cousins.  If  we  can  focus  our 
attention  on  the  semantics  here  involved, 
then  perhaps  we  can  evaluate  more 
clearly  some  of  the  patterns  and  pro¬ 
posals  which  show  promise  of  evolving 
into  a  sensible  and  long-term  farm  pro¬ 
gram.  Perhaps  an  exploration  of  som$_ 
of  the  compion  charges  frequently  leveled^ 
at  the  farmer  and  the  present  role  the 
Government  plays  in  the  farmer’s  eco¬ 
nomic  life  is  in  order. 

“Support  prices,”  “parity,”  and  “sur¬ 
pluses”  are  terms  of  scorn  as  used  by 
many  of  the  severest  critics  of  current 
farm  programs.  In  this  unfortunate 
connotation,  “support  prices”  becomes  a 
term  implying  that  tax  money  collected 
from  the  general  public  is  lavished  on  the 
farmer  so  that  he  may  winter  in  Saraso¬ 
ta  or  Pasadena;  “parity”  comes  to  mean 
a  sly  formula  used  to  pry  the  lid  off  the 
National  Treasury,  and  “surpluses”  rep¬ 
resent  in  this  parlance  a  shovel  with 
which  to  scoop  out  the  money. 

If  I  am  guilty  of  overstatement,  my 
margin  of  exaggeration  is  but  a  few  de¬ 
grees  different  from  that  employed  by 
those  who  eternally  thunder  their  op¬ 
position  to  any  constructive  farm  pro¬ 
gram.  Even  some  of  the  more  reasonable 
and  respected  writers  on  occasion  join 
in  echoing  the  more  monotonous  and 
threadbare  cliches.  As  a  mild  example, 

I  cite  a  top  journalist  writing  in  one  of 
our  most  reliable  and  eminent  daily 
newspapers. 

Richard  L.  Strout,  in  the  Christian 
Science  Monitor,  fell  into  this  common 
error,  which  characterizes  so  much  of 
the  editorializing  on  the  farm  problem. 
After  noting,  with  some  discernment, 
that  “the  United  States  has  the  world’s 
greatest  technical  farm  revolution  by  the 
tail  and  still  does  not  know  how  to  let 
go,”  Strout  avers  that  “farmers  are  pro¬ 
ducing  ever-cheaper  goods  but  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  says  the  consumers  can’t  have 
them  cheap.”  He  adds,  further  on  in 
his  piece : 

The  Government  is  trying  to  balance  the 
budget  but  is  paying  out  billions  for  a  sub¬ 
sidy.  It  supports  free  enterprise  but  is  in¬ 
terfering  massively  in  the  economy.  It  is 
trying  to  halt  inflation  but  subsidizes  farm 
prices  to  keep  them  up. 

Then  becoming  more  specific,  he  says 
the  fault  is  that  the  Government  is  “try¬ 
ing  to  do  two  different  things  at  the 
same  time;  stabilize  agriculture  while 
encouraging  soil  fertility.”  And  he  ex¬ 
plains  : 

The  city  consumer  pays  taxes  so  that  his 
food  will  cost  more  at  the  corner  market. 

The  American  people  have  no  worries 
about  being  short  of  food.  The  Amer¬ 
ican  consumer  is  getting  not  only  a  large 
quantity  of  high  quality  foods,  but  he  is 
also  getting  them  at  the  cheapest  cost  in 


our  Nation’s  history,  based  on  his  aver¬ 
age  earnings. 

The  agricultural  commodities  are  the 
consumers’  best  buy.  It  takes  only  1.2 
hours  of  factory  labor  to  buy  1  pound 
of  beefsteak  as  compared  to  1929,  when 
it  took  2  hours  of  factory  labor  to  pur¬ 
chase  1  pound. 

Let  us  consider  bread,  for  instance. 
In  1929  1  hour  of  factory  labor  pur¬ 
chased  6.4  loaves  of  bread.  In  1958  this 
same  hour  of  factory  labor  purchased  11 
loaves  of  bread. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
printed  in  the  Record  a  table  from  the 
Agricultural  Marketing  Service  of  the 
U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture,  giving- 
additional  information  on  the  amount  of 
labor  required  to  purchase  certain  com¬ 
modities.  There  being  no  objection,  the 
table  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 


Consumers — Quantities  of  foods  purchased 
by  1  hour  of  factory  labor 


In  1929 

In  1958 

Bread. . 

. . -.-loaves.. 

6.4 

11.0 

Steak . . 

. .  pounds  . 

1.2 

2.0 

Milk. . . 

_  pints  delivered-. 

7.8 

16.8 

Butter _ 

. . . pounds— 

1.0 

2.9 

. . do _ 

1.3 

2.7 

Eggs. . . 

_ dozen.  _ 

1. 1 

3.5 

Potatoes _ 

17.7 

33.8 

_  .  dozen.. 

1.3 

2.8 

Source:  Agricultural  Marketing  Service,  U.S.  Depart 
ment  of  Agriculture. 


Mr.  CARLSON.  Referring  again  to 
Mr.  Strout’s  article,  Mr.  President,  Mr. 
Strout  fails  to  see  the  major  objective 
behind  the  farm  program  as  it  has. 
operated  for  nearly  25  years,  to  keep  the 
farmer  within  respectable  economic 
range  of  the  other  segments  of  our  so¬ 
ciety — the  business  people,  professional 
classes,  white-collar  workers,  and  skilled 
laborers.  This  is  what  parity  seeks  to  do. 
The  great  depression  demonstrated  that 
when  the  farmer’s  income  drops  the  en¬ 
tire  country  suffers.  Parity  developed  as 
a  system  to  retard  this  descent,  with  con¬ 
trols  an  integral  part  of  the  plan. 

One  would  also  infer  frojn  the  jour¬ 
nalist’s  words  that  no  attempt  should  be 
made  to  improve  agricultural  techniques 
and  soil  fertility  while  we  attempt  at  the 
same  time  to  stabilize  the  farm  economy. 
This  logic  is  like  saying  that  there  should 
be  no  improvement  in  making  steel  as 
long  as  50  percent  of  plant  capacity  lies 
idle.  A  strange  concept,  indeed. 

To  support  his  view,  the  journalist 
quotes  the  celebrated  Harvard  economist. 
Prof.  Sumner  H.  Slichter.  I  have  not 
read  the  text  from  which  the  professor 
is  quoted',  but  the  excerpts  imply  that 
Dr.  Slichten  sides  with  those  who  con¬ 
sider  price  supports  an  unmitigated  evil, 
keeping  consumer  food  prices  high  at 
the  expense  of  the  taxpayer. 

If  Senators  have  listened  to  one  of  the 
many  luncheon  club  speakers  addressing 
himself  to  the  farm  problem,  they  know 
that  his  urban  audience  has  applauded 
most  enthusiastically  when  price  sup¬ 
ports  were  denounced,  parity  was  at¬ 
tacked,  and  our  surpluses  were  be¬ 
moaned.  These  speakers  level  the  ac- 
cusingyfinger  at  the  fanner  and  place  on 
his  head  a  multiple  charge.  The  budget 


deficit,  the  high  cost  of  living,  and  the  de¬ 
cline  in  the  value  of  the  dollar  are  the 
farmer’s  fault,  they  would  have  us  think. 

I  have  never  been  able  to  find  that 
those  who  keep  reiterating  the  theme 
that  the  taxpayers  are  being  gouged  by 
farmers  through  a  system  which  in¬ 
cludes  parity,  supports,  and  surpluses — 
which,  they  insist,  hikes  our  taxes  and 
inflates  the  price  of  the  food  we  buy — 
were  contributing  in  any  way  to  a  more 
constructive  farm  program.  Their  per¬ 
formance  convinces  me  that-perhaps  the 
wheat  farmers  could  teach  these  people  a 
great  many  lessons  about  the  farm  prob¬ 
lem  and  how  it  may  be  solved — if  they 
would  only  listen. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  am  happy  to  yield. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  I  think 
the  Senator  is  performing  a  real  service 
for  the  Senate  of  the  United  States  and 
for  the  public  in  general  by  trying  to 
put  agriculture  in  a  more  fair  and  ac¬ 
curate  light.  I  have  read  many  of  the 
same  editorials  and  articles  which  con¬ 
demn  the  farm  programs.  They  are 
articles  written,  I  think,  by  sincere  peo¬ 
ple,  but  certainly  by  those  who  are  mis¬ 
informed.  Many  of  the  stories  are  so 
far  from  the  truth  that  it  is  hard  to 
understand  how  anyone  could  believe 
them,  but  unfortunately  millions  do.  I 
think  many  do  not  realize  that  farm 
commodities  are  perhaps  the  only  things 
the  consumer  can  buy  today  at  lower 
prices  than  he  had  to  pay  for  them  10 
years  ago,  that  is,  at  the  farm  level.  In 
between  are  high  costs  added  by  middle¬ 
men.  processors,  and  so  forth. 

While  farm  prices  have  dropped  dras¬ 
tically,  the  consumers  are  paying  more 
today  for  food  than  they  ever  paid  be¬ 
fore.  That  is  something  which  is  usually 
not  brought  out  in  the  articles. 

I  think  the  farmers  would  be  perfectly 
willing  to  do  away  with  all  Government 
programs  if  there  were  some  other 
means  of  securing  even  a  semblance  of 
a  fair  price.  I  believe  farmers  dislike 
Government  programs  perhaps  more 
than  any  other  group  in  the  world.  How 
are  farmers  going  to  compete  when 
labor  is  so  highly  organized  and  when 
industry  is  so  highly  organized?  All 
other  segments  of  the  economy  can 
pretty  well  fix  prices,  but  millions  and 
millions  of  farmers  are  competing 
against  each  other,  and  they  are  sup¬ 
posed  to  go  it  alone?  I  think  the  farm¬ 
ers  would  be  perfectly  willing  to  .go  it 
alone  if  the  rest  of  the  country  were 
willing  to  do  the  same. 

I  commend  the  Senator  from  Kansas 
for  his  courage  in  rising  in  the  Senate 
to  defend  the  farmers  against  these  un¬ 
fair  accusations. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  I  ap¬ 
preciate  very  much  the  remarks  of  the 
Senator  from  North  Dakota.  I  am  in 
accord  with  the  Senator’s  views.  I  think 
the  farmers  would  appreciate  very  much 
being  relieved  from  the  restrictions,  the 
marketing  quotas,  the  allotments,  the 
acreage  limitations  and  all  the  other 
things  which  are  tied  together  to  make 
up  the  farm  program,  if  they  did  not 
have  to  buy  in  a  market  in  which  are 
involved  minimum  wages,  and  great  sub- 
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sidies  for  practically  every  form  of  busi¬ 
ness,  including  even  the  Post  Office  De¬ 
partment.  Therefore  the  farmers  are 
in  a  difficult  situation,  at  a  time  when 
all  other  industry  and  individuals  seem 
to  have  the  benefit  of  Government  sup¬ 
port. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  I  believe  the  Senator  from 
Kansas  feels,  as  does  the  Senator  from 
North  Dakota,  that  none  of  us  votes  for 
farm  programs  because  of  the  political 
angle.  I  would  rather  not  have  to  work 
for  any  kind  of  farm  program — and  I 
would  take  that  course  regardless  of 
politics — if  I  thought  such  a  course 
meant  anything  but  starvation  for 
farmers  and  a  depression  not  unlike  that 
which  we  faced  in'  the  late  1920’s  and 
1930’s.  Farmers  and  those  who  handle 
farm  products  represent  about  40  per¬ 
cent  of  the  income  in  the  United  States, 
and  about  40  percent  of  the  labor  force. 
I  do  not  see  how  we  could  allow  these 
prices  to  drop  to  very  low  levels,  as  some 
would  advocate. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  appreciate  the  com¬ 
ments, of  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
North  Dakota,  and  I  agree  with  him. 

SPECIALIZATION  HAS  COME  TO  THE  FARM 

Almost  any  wheat  farmer  would  first 
remind  his  critics  that  there  have  been 
many  changes  in  American  agriculture. 
Today’s  farmer  is  a  specialist.  The  pat¬ 
tern  becomes  clear  if  one  visits  a  typical 
wheat  grower’s  operation  in  my  home 
State  of  Kansas?  the  leading  wheat 
producing  State  of  the  Union. 

On  today’s  farm  the  barn  has  become 
a  machine  shop — indisputable  evidence 
of  the  tremendous  technological  revolu¬ 
tion  that  has  swept  the  farm.  Inside  the 
farmer’s  home,  one  finds  the  same  ap¬ 
pliances  and  modern  conveniences  that 
characterize  the  urban  home — another 
phase  of  the  technological  revolution 
which  has  electrified  over  90  percent  of 
American  farms.  The  bread  on  the 
farmer’s  table  very  likely  was  baked  in 
the  city,  and  the  milk  was  probably 
bottled  by  a  dairy  in,  the  nearest  town — 
that  dairy,  in  turn,  supplied  by  special¬ 
ists.  In  the  morning  a  bus  picks  up  the 
farmer’s  children  and  hauls  them  to 
school  in  town,  where  they  study  and 
play  with  the  town  youngsters. 

Today’s  farm  worker,  by  and  large,  is 
now  a  man  trained  to  operate  and  repair 
trucks  and  tractors.  The  hired  hand  of 
a  past  generation,  who  rose  before  dawn, 
slopped  the  hogs,  milked  the  cows, 
cleaned  the  stable  and  rationed  oats  to 
hungry  horses  is  as  scarce  today  as  the 
coal  oil  lamp  which  gave  him  light.  To¬ 
day’s  mechanized  agriculture,  with  men 
working  in  shifts,  makes  of  seed  time 
and  harvest  an  around  the  clock  opera¬ 
tion  on  many  great  wheat  ranches  of 
the  Great  Plains  and  the  West. 

And  one  cannot  consider  the  techno¬ 
logical  changes  that  have  been  brought 
about  on  the  farm  through  the  great 
mechanization  of  the  past  20  years  with- 
out.giving  recognition  to  another  all  im¬ 
portant  factor.  Todays’  farm,  and  par¬ 
ticularly  a  wheat  operation,  represents  a 
much  greater  capital  investment  than 
was  ever  called  for  on  the  conventional 
self-sufficient  unit  of  past  generations. 
Figures  compiled  by  statisticians  who 


have  investigated  the  subject  report  that 
the  average  wheat  ranch  represents  an 
investment  of  from  $40,000  to  $50,000  in 
equipment.  In  fact,  on  the  cash-grain 
farms  of  the  Pacific  Northwest,  where 
crops  other  than  wheat  occupy  a  little 
over  one-fourth  of  the  land,  the  capital 
investment,  including  land,  buildings, 
livestock  and  machinery,  will  average 
$134,661,  according  to  the  1954  Census 
of  Agriculture,  reissued  jointly  by  the 
Departments  of  Agriculture  and  Com¬ 
merce. 

THE  CONSUMER  AND  THE  PRICE  OF  WHEAT 

The  second  thing  the  wheat  fanner 
would  make  clear  to  the  critic  would  be 
the  fact  that  the  price  of  wheat,  as  with 
so  many  of  our  agricultural  products, 
has  little  relationship  to  the  price  of  the 
wheat  products  the  consumers  buy. 
The  price  of  wheat  is  probably  the  factor 
having  the  least  effect  on  the  price  of 
your  bread,  doughnuts,  cake  or  cereal. 
Were  the  farmer  to  give  his  wheat  away 
the  price  of  a  loaf  of  bread  would  show 
little  decline. 

To  stress  this  point  further,  the  wheat 
farmer  need  only  turn  to  the  Department 
of  Agriculture.  He  can  quote  from  a 
study  published  in  the  Marketing  and 
Transportation  Situation,  February  17, 
1954,  which  concluded  flatly  that  “no 
matter  what  happens  to  the  price  of 
wheat  in  the  future,  it  will  have  little 
effect  on  the  cost  of  wheat  products  to 
the  consumer.’* 

The  wheat  farmer  could  enlighten  the 
consumer  on  what  he  is  paying  his 
money  for  when  he  carries  the  next  bag 
of  groceries  from  the  store.  The  farmer 
could  tell  him  that  the  experts  who 
figure  these  things  have  estimated  that 
of  every  dollar  spent  for  food  last  year 
a  little  less  than  40  cents  went  to  the 
farmer.  The  rest  of  the  dollar  left  at 
the  supermarket  covered  the  cost  of 
handling,  processing,  transporting,  pack¬ 
aging,  and  so  forth.  The  '  consumer 
would  also  discover  that  while  there  was 
a  price  decline  in  the  things  the  farmer 
produces,  the  prices  of  things  he  had  to 
buy  were  increasing  substantially. 

One  can  almost  agree  that  in  recent 
years  it  is  nearer  the  truth  to  say  that 
the  farmer  has  actually  been  subsidizing 
the  consumer.  Between  1952  and  1958, 
the  market  price  of  wheat  dropped  from 
$2.11  to  $1,76  a  bushel.  During  this  pe¬ 
riod,  while  the  cost  of  wheat  in  a  pound 
loaf  of  bread  was  declining,  the  retail 
price  of  a  loaf  of  bread  increased  more 
than  20  percent. 

One  could  go  on  marshaling  the  facts 
which  should  conclusively  show  that,  so 
far  as  wheat  is  concerned,  parity,  price 
supports  and  surpluses  have  very  little 
influence  on  the  price  of  wheat  products. 
A  similar  case  can  be  made  for  many  oth- 
er  agriculture  commodities.  The  costs 
attributable  to  processing,  packaging, 
handling,  and  transporting  account  for 
the  major  share  of  the  consumer’s  costs. 
Only  among  perishable  commodities  does 
this  seem  to  be  the  exception  rather  than 
the  rule.  Because  storage  of  these  com¬ 
modities  by  their  very  nature  is  limited 
prices  sometimes  skyrocket  over  night. 

A  killing  frost,  such  as  that  which 
struck  the  citrus  groves  of  Florida  in  De¬ 
cember  of  1957,  can  send  prices  soaring 


like  they  had  been  launched  at  Cape  Can¬ 
averal.  However,  more  than  a  year  later, 
with  no  notable  scarcity  to  influence  sup¬ 
ply  and  demand,  prices  on  citrus  prod¬ 
ucts  to  the  consumer  have  yet  to  return 
to  the  lower  levels  which  prevailed  prior 
to  the  freeze.  The  consumer  might  ac¬ 
cept  this  situation  more  gracefully  if  he 
were  assured  that  the  producers  were 
enjoying  an  equitable  share  of  the  higher 
price  in  the  market  place. 

On  the  other  hand,  when  a  kind  Prov¬ 
idence  produces  an  abundance,  as  in  the 
case  of  the  Appalachian  apple  crop  in 
1958,  the  producers  may  be  paid  the 
lowest  prices  in  13  years,  not  even  cover¬ 
ing  cost  of  production,  but  the  housewife 
buying  apples  and  applesauce  would 
never  guess  from  the  prices  she  pays  that 
the  bottom  had  gone  out  of  the  apple 
market.  Does  it  not  seem  that  the  farm¬ 
er  should  be  cleared  immediately  of  any 
charge  that  he  is  responsible  for  the  high 
cost  of  living? 

BET  WHAT  ABOUT  SURPLUSES 

“But,”  one  may  protest,  “We  will  dis¬ 
miss  the  case  against  the  farmer  as  con¬ 
cerns  consumer  prices,  Senator,  but  you 
cannot  deny  that  the  farmer’s  surpluses, 
are  costing  the  taxpayer  a  tremendous 
sum,  especially  the  storage  costs  on 
wheat.” 

I  agree  to  this  only  in  part.  Let  us 
suspend  judgment  and  look  at  some  fur¬ 
ther  facts  before  we  condemn  the  wheat 
grower  or  the  producers  of  other  com¬ 
modities  in  surplus.  The  wheat  growers 
have  been  proposing  toi  do  something 
about  this  for  the  past  4  or  5  years.  They 
believe  that  they  have  a  solution  for  cur¬ 
ing  the  surplus,  eventually  eliminating 
the  high  storage  charges,  maintaining 
prices  at  a  parity  level,  and  doing  so 
without  throwing  the  burden  on  either 
the  consumer  or  the  taxpayer — if  there 
is  a  difference  between  these  two. 

I  incorporated  the  proposals  of  the 
wheat  growers  into  a  bill  which  I  intro¬ 
duced  in  the  Senate  on  February  19, 
1959;  Joining  me  in  the  sponsoring  of 
this  measure,  known  as  S.  1484,  are  Sen¬ 
ators  from  nearly  all  the  great  wheat 
producing  States  and  representing  both 
of  our  major  political  parties. 

The  distinguished  Senator  from  North 
Dakota  [Mr.  Young]  has  been  most  in¬ 
terested  in  this  proposal. 

In  introducing  the  bill,  I  had  in  mind 
the  thought  that  the  Congress  and  the 
wheatgrowers  themselves  must  consider 
changes  in  our  present  farm  program 
dealing  with  wheat.  S.  1484  provides  for 
a  wheat  marketing-control  program  in¬ 
stead  of  production-control  program, 
which  characterizes  existing  farm  pro¬ 
grams.  In  other  words,  this  is  a  pro¬ 
gram  that  would  preserve  the  wheat- 
grower  while  at  the  same  time  it  would 
provide  a  solution  to  the  wheat  problem 
and  at  a  lower  total  cost  than  the  present 
wheat  program. 

It  is  my  contention  that  the  most  im¬ 
portant  problem  of  the  wheatgrower  to¬ 
day  is  that  of  maintaining  sufficient  in¬ 
come  to  permit  the  purchase  of  the 
products  of  industry  and  labor  and  still 
retain  a  satisfactory  standard  of  living 
in  the  face  of  reduced  acreage,  lower 
farm  prices,  and  rising  costs  of  produc¬ 
tion. 
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I  contend,  further,  that  lower  prices 
for  wheat  do  not  aid  in  solving  the  prob¬ 
lem  of  excess  supplies,  by  either  reducing 
production  or  by  increasing  consump¬ 
tion,  but  serve  only  to  increase  the  mar¬ 
keting  cost  margins  between  the  pro¬ 
ducers  and  the  consumers. 

I  think  the  history  of  farm  legislation 
proves  that  although  the  allotment  acre¬ 
age  and  marketing  quotas  served  well 
their  original  purpose,  they  have  not 
solved  the  surplus  problem.  I  have  said 
on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  on  frequent 
occasions  that  the  farm  problem  will  not 
be  solved  by  either  flexible  or  inflexible 
parity  prices.  I  know  of  no  farm  organ¬ 
ization,  or  any  wheatgrower,  who  holds 
that  permanent  solutions  /are  to  be 
achieved  in  that  way.  The  process  of 
making  an  adjustment  to  a  new  program 
should  not  include  the  liquidation  of  the 
grower. 

Before  the  Senate  Agriculture  Com¬ 
mittee,  Mr.  Floyd  Root,  of  Wasco,  Oreg., 
the  president  of  the  National  Associa¬ 
tion  of  Wheat  Growers,  countered  the 
thought  that  reducing  the  incentive 
would  curtail  production  when  he  said: 

We  believe,  during  this  period  of  cost-price 
squeeze  in  agriculture,  that  lower  ^prices  will 
force  wheat  producers  to  plant  the  maxi¬ 
mum  acres  permitted  and  to  increase  his 
efficiency  in  order  to  remain  solvent. 

Voicing  further  the  opinion  of  the  ma¬ 
jority  of  the  Nation’s  organized  wheat 
farmers,  Mr.  Root  added: 

Reducing  acres  to  control  production  has 
not  solved  the  problem  and  is  a  negative 
approach.  Acres  shifted  from  wheat  are  pro¬ 
ducing  surpluses  in  other  crops,  and  acres 
shifted  from  other  crops  are  producing  sur¬ 
plus  wheat. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Clark  in  the  chair).  The  time  of  the 
Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  wonder  whether 
the  distinguished  minority  leader  would 
yield  me  a  few  more  minutes. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  yield  another  10 
minutes  to  the  Senator  on  the  bill. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  what 
are  we  doing?  Are  we  simply  stalling  for 
time?  We  are  waiting  for  1975  or  the 
year  2000,  when  we  hope  our  popula¬ 
tion  can  consume  our  agricultural  pro¬ 
duction.  Even  then,  through  techno¬ 
logical  progress,  production  may  still 
exceed  consumption. 

The  National  Conference  of  Commod¬ 
ity  Organizations  Committee  on  Field 
Crops  made  a  similar  statement  on  price 
supports  in  1958: 

We  are  absolutely  firm  in  our  conviction 
that  lowering  price  supports  which  lower 
prices  as  a  means  of  adjusting  production 
will  not  be  effective,  but  will  only  increase 
production,  and  proof  of  this  is  now  avail¬ 
able  for  any  realistic  appraisal. 

Since  the  fanner  cannot  increase  his 
acreage,  he  finds  that  to  maintain  his 
income  he  must  increase  his  efficiency 
and  produce  a  greater  yield  on  the  acres 
which  he  can  plant  to  wheat,  while  on 
his  remaining  acreage  he  plants  feed 
grains  and  adds  further  to  the  extensive 
surplus  in  that  category. 

NO  GREAT  EXPANSION  OP  WHEAT  MARKET 
FORESEEN 

The  information  supplied  by  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  statisticians  indi¬ 


cates  that  new  markets  for  wheat  hold 
little  hope  for  increasing  the  utilization 
of  wheat  for  some  time  to  come.  Only 
a  year  ago  they  reported  that  even  by 
1975,  the  annual  utilization  of  wheat  for 
both  domestic  use  and  exports  probably 
will  be  only  slightly  higher  than  the  esti¬ 
mates  of  1960,  unless  special  measures 
are  taken  to  encourage  use  of  wheat  for 
livestock  feed,  or  industrial  use  is  stimu¬ 
lated  greatly. 

We  must  plan  a  program  to  solve  the 
wheat  problem  based  on  an  estimate  of 
what  reasonable  demand  may  be  for 
this  abundant  grain.  The  experts, 
quoted  above,  Rasing  their  projections  on 
Bureau  of  the  Census  figures  and  studies, 
tell  us  that  the  figure  will  be  roughly 
900  million  bushels  per  year.  That  is 
500  million  bushels  less  than  we  produced 
in  1958.  Although  most  discussions  of 
agricultural  problems  usually  end  with 
the  statement  that  increases  in  popula¬ 
tion  will  in  time  take  care  of  our  farm 
surpluses,  we  can  see  that  this  is  not 
likely  to  occur  for  a  good  many  years  in 
the  case  of  wheat. 

,  At  the  same  time,  perhaps  because  of 
the  increased  use  of  red  meat  in  the 
American  diet,  there  has  been  a  decline 
in  per  capita  consumption  of  wheat,  off¬ 
setting  the  increase  one  would  have  ex¬ 
pected  with  the  immense  growth  in  pop¬ 
ulation. 

Yet  sometime,  somewhere,  require¬ 
ments  and  production  will  have  to  bal¬ 
ance  and,  until  they  do,  adjustments  in 
production  will  remain  a  continuing 
problem.  This  is  further  confirmation 
that  our  productive  capacity  is  elastic  at 
a  time  when  our  consumptive  capacity 
is  inelastid. 

One  of  the  factors  which  makes  some 
of  our  students  of  the  problem  think  a 
balance  between  production  and  con¬ 
sumption  may  be  a  long  time  coming  is 
that  our  capacity  to  produce  has  con¬ 
sistently  outrun  our  demand,  except  in 
times  of  war  and  drought.  And  the 
problem  of  overproduction  in  wheat  has 
been  a  recurrent  one  for  more  than  30 
years. 

The  past  year  has  given  ample  evi¬ 
dence,  too,  that  more  than  a  curtail¬ 
ment  of  acreage  planted  is  needed  to 
meet  the  wheat  problem.  Today  the 
total  national  acreage  sown  to  wheat  is 
approximately  the  same  as  in  1910,  with 
about  1  of  every  6  acres  of  U.S.  crop¬ 
land  producing  wheat.  The  golden  ocean 
of  wheat  is  much  smaller  than  it  was  in 
1951.  Its  shores  have  been  contracted  by 
the  allotment  plan  which  in  less  than  10 
years  has  cut  the  total  back  18  million 
acres. 

But  consider  this  fact.  In  1958,  the 
second  largest  crop  of  winter  wheat  in 
the  Nation’s  history  was  produced.  The 
average  yield  of  27  bushels  an  acre  was 
a  new  record  production.  And  for  the 
Nation  as  a  whole  it  was  the  largest  crop 
on  record.  U.S.  wheatgrowers  produced 
almost  1.5  billion  bushels  on  fewer  than 
54  million  acres.  Only  a  few  years  ago, 
1952  and  1953,  they  harvested  69  million 
acres  to  obtain  1.2  billion  bushels. 

To  see  the  full  significance  of  what 
this  greater  production  per  acre  means 
to  the  individual  wheatgrower,  we  must 
not  overlook  the  fact  that  when  he  is 
faced  with  a  reduction  in  farm  income 
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because  of  acreage  allotments  and  lower 
prices,  the  grower  naturally  intensifies 
his  effort  to  increase  the  efficiency  of 
production.  He  must  reduce  costs  per 
unit  of  production  while  increasing  pro¬ 
duction  per  unit  of  cost.  With  the  im¬ 
portant  part  mechanization  plays  in  the 
process,  it  becomes  obvious  that  to  ob¬ 
tain  a  volume  which  will  produce  an  ade¬ 
quate  income,  the  farm  unit  today  must 
be  substantially  larger  than  before. 

THE  HONORS  SHOULD  GO  TO  THE  WHEAT 
PRODUCERS 

A  part  of  the  credit  for  this  production 
record  should  go  to  the  occurrence  of 
favorable  weather.  But  much  credit 
must  go  to  the  wheat  producers  for  their 
rapid  adoption  of  technological  advances 
and  improved  land  management  pro¬ 
grams  in  recent  years. 

Twenty  years  ago,  wheat  yields  aver¬ 
aged  only  13  bushels  per  planted  acre. 
In  the  1940’s,  yields  had  increased  to 
nearly  16  bushels  per  planted  acre;  and 
in  the  early  1950’s  the  average  had 
moved  up  to  18  bushels.  In  1956  and 
1957,  average  yields  were  still  higher —  • 
almost  20  bushels  per  planted  acre. 
Then  in  1958,  with  a  beneficent  nature 
blessing  the  wheatgrower  with  ideal 
weather,  wheatgrowers  outdid  them¬ 
selves,  and  produced  almost  26  bushels 
per  planted  acre,  or  27.3  bushels  per 
acre  harvested.  This  combination  has 
filled  the  wheat  bins  of  America  to  over¬ 
flowing  and  as  a  result  we  are  being 
told  on  all  sides  that  the  No.  T  farm 
problem  this  year  is  our  wheat  surplus. 

In  his  agriculture  message  to  the  Con¬ 
gress,  the  President  pointed  to  the  tre¬ 
mendous  surplus  of  wheat  and  said: 

We  already  hold  such  huge  stocks  of  wheat 
that  if  not  one  bushel  of  .the  oncoming  crop 
were  harvested  we  would  still  have  more 
than  enough  for  domestic  use,  export  sales, 
foreign  donation  and  needed  carryover  for 
an  entire  year.  \ 

Actually,  present  indications  are  that 
the  stock  of  Government  surplus  wheat 
will  exceed  1,300  million  bushels  on  next 
June  30.  The  Government  will  have  in 
excess  of  $3  billion  invested  in  that  sur¬ 
plus  stock,  plus  an  additional  cost  of 
more  than  half  a  million  dollars  a  day 
for  storage  of  the  wheat. 

But  this  surplus  of  wheat  should  not 
be  looked  upon  as  a  weight  around  the 
taxpayer’s  neck.  It  is,  if  viewed  in 
proper  perspective,  one  of  our  Nation’s 
tremendous  assets,  a  fact  to  which  I  will 
make  reference  further  on.  We  shQ.uld 
heap  high  honor  on  the  wheat  producers 
of  America  for  this  amazing  perform¬ 
ance.  This  is  a  production  record 
achieved  by  few  comparable  groups  in 
America,  this  is  a  production  record  of 
which  to  be  proud.  And,  as  said  on  the 
floor  of  the  Senate,  I  repeat  here,  I  am 
not  one  of  those  who  consider  the  cur¬ 
rent  wheat  situation  a  terrible  national 
headache.  I  rejoice  in  the  great  produc¬ 
tive  capacity  of  our  wheat  producers.  I 
consider  it  a  national  assets  that  we  can 
produce  far  more  wheat  than  that  needed 
for  domestic  food  and  export.  What  a 
national  and  even  worldwide  tragedy  it 
would  be  if  we  did  not  have  this  produc¬ 
tive  capacity.  The  stabilization  plan 
authorized  by  S.  1140  recognizes  this 
situation  and  deals  with  it  in  a  way 
which  is  fair  and  equitable  to  wheat  pro- 
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ducers,  domestic  consumers,  feed-grain 
and  livestock  producers  and  to  producers 
in  other  exporting  nations.  Surely  these 
farmers  are  entitled  to  a  price  support 
program  that  assures  them  a  fair  re¬ 
ward  for  outstanding  services  rendered. 

I  am  fully  aware  that  the  production 
record  I  have  just  cited,  in  combination 
with  the  outmoded  price  supports  now 
in  effect,  have  created  serious  surpluses 
and  have  caused  program  costs  to  sky¬ 
rocket.  I  realize  that  much  of  the  criti¬ 
cism  heaped  on  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture,  on  Congress  and  on  the  farmer, 
too,  for  that  matter,  stems  from  the  fact 
that  we  now  find  the  programs,  which 
were  supposed  to  be  temporary,  too  cost¬ 
ly.  We  know  that  we  cannot  continue 
them  indefinitely,  that  we  must  find  a 
less  costly,  more  equitable,  long-term  so¬ 
lution  to  the  price  and  income  problems 
faced  by  our  agricultural  producers. 
And  we  must  find  it  promptly.  But  the 
record  should  be  clear  on  one  point: 
Wheat  producers  for  several  years  have 
recommended  giving  up  the  present  out¬ 
moded  program  for  wheat.  I  reiterate, 
for  at  least  5  years  they  have  been  urg¬ 
ing  the  adoption  of  domestic  parity  pro¬ 
posals  as  a  replacement  for  the  program 
which  has  piled  up  surpluses  and  in¬ 
flated  Government  costs. 

THE  WHEAT  PROBLEM  CAN  BE  SOLVED 

In  my  judgment,  there  would  be  no 
wheat  crisis  today  if  we  had  had  the 
vision  and  the  wisdom  to  adopt  the  do¬ 
mestic  parity  program  for  wheat  several 
years  ago.  I  am,  indeed,  proud  of  having 
been  the  one  to  introduce  such  legislation 
in  the  Senate  on  several  occasions. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Kansas  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Oregon? 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  I  know  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Kansas  is  under  controlled 
time;  therefore  I  shall  not  impose  on 
him  unduly.  I  merely  wish  to  thank 
him  for  the  leadership  he  has  taken 
in  sponsoring  the  domestic  parity  plan  as 
presently  contained  in  S.  1484.  I  wish 
to  assure  him  of  my  support  and,  I  am 
sure,  also  of  the  support  of  most  of  my 
colleagues  from  the  Pacific  Northwest, 
if  not  all  of  them.  We  are  grateful  to 
the  able  Senator  from  Kansas  for  hav¬ 
ing  been  the  spearhead  and  the  leader 
in  the  effort  somehow  to  adjust  our  wheat 
program  fairly  and  equitably.  I  believe 
that  his  domestic  parity  bill  does  that- 
by  reducing  the  Government’s  financial 
obligation,  by  tending  gradually  to  elimi¬ 
nate  surpluses,  and  by  helping  to  free 
some  wheat  for  the  feed  market,  where 
it  will  help  many  people  who  are  raising 
poultry,  turkeys,  and  so  forth.  It  is  a 
desirable  bill. 

I  also  wish  to  commend  the  Senator 
from  Kansas  for  his  endorsement  of  the 
defense  of  the  Rural  Electrification  Ad¬ 
ministration  voiced  earlier  by  the  able 
Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr.  Aiken].  I 
.was  not  able  to  join  in  the  discussion  at 
the  time  because  I  was  presiding  over 
the  Senate.  I  therefore  wish  to  concur 
in  what  the  Senator  from  Kansas  said 
in  that  respect  in  support  of  the  REA. 


Mr.  CARLSQN.  Mr.  President,  I  ap¬ 
preciate  very  much  the  comments  of  the 
junior  Senator  from  Oregon.  There  has 
been  no  more  able  or  stronger  supporter 
of  proposed  legislation  which  will  main¬ 
tain  the  wheatgrowers’  income  than  the 
Senator  from  Oregon.  He  has  not  only 
cooperated  in  that  effort,  but  we  have 
worked  closely  together,  and  it  has  been 
a  pleasure  to  work  with  him. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  I  thank  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Kansas  for  his  characteristic 
graciousness. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CARLSON,  i;  yield. 

Mr.  LANGER.  I  am  delighted  to  hear 
the  speech  the  Senator  is  making,  with 
which  I  thoroughly  agree.  Perhaps, 
however,  we  should  emphasize  one  fac¬ 
tor;  namely,  that  the  price  of  wheat  the 
farmer  gets  has  nothing  to  do  with  the 
price  of  bread,  and  that  monopoly  fac¬ 
tors  enter  into  the  price.  In  Pittsburgh, 
for  example,  a  few  years  ago  there  were 
24  independent  bakeries.  Today  there 
are  five.  The  same  is  true  with  respect 
to  National  Dairy  Products,  which  has  a 
complete  monopoly  of  ice  cream  produc¬ 
tion.  Therefore,  in  arriving  at  the  price 
of  bread  we  should  take  the  monopoly 
situation  into  consideration.  I  know  my 
friend  has  done  so.  I  wish  to  compli¬ 
ment  him  for  his  very  able  discussion  of 
the  situation.  I  am  supporting  his 
amendment. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  know  that  the 
wheatgrowers  of  America  never  had  a 
stronger  supporter  than  the  senior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  North  Dakota  [Mr.  Langer], 
who  has  been  working  for  many  years  in 
this  field  and  in  the  whole  field  of  agri¬ 
culture. 

Mr.  President,  in  drafting  a  new,  im¬ 
proved  bill,  one  which  would  be  even 
more  comprehensive  than  the  domes¬ 
tic  parity  plans  which  previously  wort 
congressional  support,  there  were  four 
basic  considerations  we  kept  in  mind. 
These  were,  first,  the  new  high  levels 
of  productivity  must  not  be  allowed 
to  bankrupt  the  wheat-producing  in¬ 
dustry;  second,  the  building  of  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  wheat  stocks 
must  be  stopped,  and  they  must  gradu¬ 
ally  be  reduced  to  a  normal  level;  third, 
a  further  reduction  in  the  acreage  of 
wheat  must  not  result  in  additional  acres 
shifted  to  other  crops;  and,  fourth,  in¬ 
creased  yields  per  acre  must  not  be  re¬ 
flected  in  increased  Government  hold¬ 
ings  of  wheat. 

This  plan  sets  an  annual  national  mar¬ 
keting  quota  of  wheat  based  on  the  esti¬ 
mated  domestic  consumption  plus  ex¬ 
ports,  after  withdrawing  75  million 
bushels  from  Commodity  Credit  Corpo¬ 
ration  stocks.  It  provides  for  loans  on 
wheat,  within  this  marketing  quota,  at 
65  percent  of  parity.  Each  producer 
would  be  provided  with  income  stabili¬ 
zation  certificates  equal  to  his  share  of 
the  domestic  food  market — in  bushels — 
which  would  be  redeemable  in  an 
amount  equal  to  35  percent  of  parity,  the 
difference  between  the  loan  level  on  na¬ 
tional  quota  wheat  and  the  parity  price. 
However,  to  qualify  for  the  certificates, 
the  producer  must  place  in  a  conserva¬ 
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tion  reserve,  acreage  equal  to  at  least  20 
percent  of  his  base  wheat  acreage. 

Processors  would  purchase  these  cer¬ 
tificates  at  no  less  than  their  face  value 
to  accompany  wheat  milled  for  domestic 
use.  At  the  same  time  a  defense  stock¬ 
pile  of  500  million  bushels  of  wheat, 
stored  under  5-year  contracts  to  effect  a 
substantial  saving  over  current  rates, 
would  be  established.  Restrictions  on 
production  and  use  of  nonquota  wheat 
would  be  removed  except  for  domestic 
food  and  for  export. 

Thus  the  producer  would  receive  a  fair 
return  while  at  the  same  time  having 
fuller  control  of  his  operation.  Only  the 
best  quality  wheat  would  be  marketed  for 
domestic  food  use  and  for  export, 
through  regular  commercial  channels. 

The  plan  would  reduce  by  $400  million 
or  more  a  year  the  -estimated  Govern¬ 
ment  cost  of  wheat  price  supports  as  well 
as  reducing  by  $500  million  or  more  a 
year  the  total  Government  outlays.  And 
by  increasing  the  conservation  reserve 
12  to  14  million  acres  of  Wheatland,  an 
excess  of  5  to  8  million  acres  of  wheat 
would  be  eliminated.  At  the  same  time 
foreign  trade  in  wheat  would  be  protected 
and  stabilized  through  marketing  quota 
provisions,  including  the  interests  of  Can¬ 
ada  and  other  wheat  exporting  nations. 

OUR  SURPLUSES  A  GREAT  WEAPON  IN  THE  COLD 
WAR 

This  program  could  strengthen  Amer¬ 
ican  economic  foreign  policy  in  the  un¬ 
derdeveloped  area  of  the  world,  enabling 
our  surpluses  to  become  a  powerful 
weapon  in  checking  the  spread  of  com¬ 
munism  in  less  fortunate  world  areas.  I 
can  think  of  no  wiser  use  of  our  sur¬ 
pluses — wheat  being  but  one  of  them,  al¬ 
though  the  one  in  greatest  supply — than 
to  help  end  hunger  in  world  neighbor¬ 
hoods  where  famine  is  the  accepted  way 
of  life.  These  ai'e  the  people  whose 
friendship  we  would  win  in  the  world  of 
tomorrow  and  we  must  remember  that 
the  Soviet  power  has  never  underesti¬ 
mated  the  importance  of  food  as  an  ideo¬ 
logical  and  propaganda  weapon.  I  am 
sure  that  this  wheat  stabilization  pro¬ 
gram  can  implement  the  food  for  peace 
portion  of  the  President’s  message  when 
he  expressed  a  characteristic  American 
attitude  with  these  inspiring  words: 

As  we  move  to  realistic  farm  programs,  we 
must  continue  our  vigorous  efforts  further 
to  expand  markets  and  find  additional  out¬ 
lets  for  our  farm  products,  both  at  home  and 
abroad.  In  these  efforts  there  is  an  imme¬ 
diate  and  direct  bearing  on  the  cause  of 
world  peace.  Pood  can  be  a  powerful  instru¬ 
ment  for  aU  the  free  world  in  building  a 
durable  peace.  We  and  other  surplus-pro¬ 
ducing  nations  must  do  our  very  best  to 
make  the  fullest  constructive  use  of  our 
abundance  of  agricultural  products  to  this 
end.  These  past  4  years  our  special  export 
programs  have  provided  friendly  food-deficit 
nations  with  $4  million  worth  of  farm  prod¬ 
ucts  that  we  have  in  abundance.  I  am  set¬ 
ting  steps  in  motion  to  explore  anew  with 
other  surplus-producing  nations  all  practical 
means  of  utilizing  the  various  agricultural 
surpluses  of  each  in  the  interest  of  rein¬ 
forcing  peace  and  the  well-being  of  friendly 
peoples  throughout  the  world — in  short,  us¬ 
ing  food  for  peace. 

In  a  cold  war  that  may  grow  hot  be¬ 
fore  it  grows  colder  our  surplus  is  our 
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greatest  weapon — our  farms  our  greatest 
arsenal. 

AGRICULTURE  CAN  BE  A  BRIGHT  PICTURE 

I  am  optimistic  about  the  future  of  the 
American  farmer.  I  am  not  gloom  rid¬ 
den  when  I  am  told  that  while  produc¬ 
tion  per  acre  soars  and  farm  units  ex¬ 
pand,  the  number  of  farmers  grows  less 
and  less.  When  I  am  told  that  farm  em¬ 
ployment  has  plunged  to  the  lowest  level 
since  the  Department  of  Agriculture  be¬ 
gan  keeping  records  on  the  subject  nearly 
50  years  ago,  I,  too,  am  concerned.  It 
is  significant  that  in  the  report  issued  by 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  it  is  stated 
that  in  the  last  full  week  of  January  only 
5,269,000  persons  were  employed  on 
farms.  We  must  recognize  the  fact  that 
this  reflects  an  inevitable  trend  to  ex¬ 
pand  farms  to  a  size  that  will  support  a 
family  operation,  under  modern  condi¬ 
tions.  Just  how  far  this  trend  will  lead 
depends  on  the  kind  of  farm  legislation 
we  enact.  We  recognize  the  inherent 
dangers  faced  by  the  family-unit  farm  if 
the  trend  is  not  arrested. 

The  number  of  farmers  may  decline 
and  percentagewise  he  may  not  be  as 
large  a  part  of  our  burgeoning  popula¬ 
tion  as  in  the  past,  but  mark  these 
words  carefully,  America  will  always 
find  that  on  the  Nation’s  farms  will  be 
found  the  characteristics,  the  spirit,  the 
qualities,  and  the  resourcesfulness  that 
makes  our  country  great.  In  the  course 
of  our  history  the  American  Parmer  has 
always  been  able  to  outpull  anybody  else 
when  it  came  to  lifting  oneself  by  his 
own  bootstraps.  As  proved  in  the  pro¬ 
posals  offered  by  practical,  realistic 
farmers,  they  still  are  lifting  their  weight 
with  a  firm  grip  on  the  straps. 

I  take  my  hat  off,  especially,  in  paying 
my  respects  to  our  commodity  groups  for 
their  constructive,  self-disciplined  ap¬ 
proach  to  their  problems.  The  dom¬ 
inant  note  in  all  their  programs  is  their 
desire  to  be  free  of  dependence  on  Gov¬ 
ernment  and  all  outside  sources.  This 
was  illustrated  superbly  by  the  National 
Association  of  Wheat  Growers  at  their 
Denver  convention  this  past  December 
when  they  recommended  a  shift  from 
acreage  allotment  to  bushel  limits  for 
controlling  wheat  production.  Such  a 
proposal — and  it  is  incorporated  in  my 
bill — means  that  the  wheat  growers  are 
restricting  their  own  possibilities  for  im¬ 
mediate  gain  in  view  of  what  they  can 
produce  with  the  improved  fertilizers, 
better  varieties  and  other  technological 
advances  now  available  to  them.  This 
we  must  acknowledge  is  a  splendid  exam¬ 
ple  of  self-discipline.  No  one  can  charge 
the  wheatgrowers  with  adhering  to  a 
“have  your  cake  and  eat  it  too”  philos¬ 
ophy. 

The  farmer,  rather  than  his  critics,  is 
providing  a  great  measure  of  common- 
sense  in  approaching  the  farm  problem. 
He  will  continue  to  feed  his  critic  with 
the  most  wholesome  and  the  biggest  sup- 
.  ply  of  food  the  world  has  ever  known. 
But  in  the  process,  the  farmer  insists  on 
enjoying  a  standard  of  living  on  a  level 
maintained  by  his  brothers  in  town  and 
perhaps  almost  as  good  as  that  enjoyed 
by  his  critics. 

We  have  learned  that  a  healthy  agri¬ 
culture  is  essential  to  the  American  econ¬ 


omy.  Let  us  be  guided  by  what  we  have 
learned.  May  it  never  again  be  neces¬ 
sary  for  the  wheat  farmers  to  sell  their 
wheat  for  a  pittance— or,  moved  by  hope¬ 
lessness  and  wrath,  to  dump  it  angrily 
in  the  street,  y  ~ 

Mr.  President,  in  the  May  issue  of  Cap¬ 
per’s  Parmer,  published  at  Topeka, 
Kans.,  which  is  a  magazine  inaugurated 
by  a  former  Member  of  the  Senate,  the 
distinguished  late  Senator  Arthur  Cap¬ 
per,  there  is  published  an  editorial  en¬ 
titled  “Let’s  Try  Domestic  Parity.”  It 
is  a  very  timely  editorial,  and  I  there¬ 
fore  ask  to  have  it  printed  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord  at  this  point  as  a  part  of  my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  edi¬ 
torial  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Let’s  Try  Domestic  Parity 

Capper’s  Farmer  believes  the  domestic 
parity  plan  for  wheat  should  be  tried  in  an 
effort  to  solve  our  serious  wheat  dilemma. 
We  urge  that  Congress  pass  the  domestic 
parity  bill  and  that  President  Eisenhower 
reconsider  and  sign  it. 

Honestly,  we  don’t  know  whether  domestic 
parity  is  the  answer  to  the  wheat  industry’s 
worsening  over-production  problems.  But 
we  do  know  this:  The  present  system  of 
acreage  allotments  and  marketing  quotas  has 
failed.  So  it’s  time  to  try  something  else — 
if  for  no  other  reason  than  a  new  plan  would 
offer  hope,  a  virtue  the  present  program  sadly 
lacks.  — 

Last  year  our  efficient  wheat  farmers  raised 
1.5  billion  bushels  of  wheat — about  three 
times  what  we  need  for  domestic  food  re¬ 
quirements.  And  some  1.3  billion  bushels 
are  piled  up  in  Government  storage  bins. 

If  we  don’t  use  courage  and  imagination, 
the  accumulating  wheat  surplus  will  smother 
wheat  farmers.  What’s  more  it  will  knock 
the  bottom  out  of  feed-grain  prices  and  break 
the  backs  of  livestock  farmers. 

As  we  understand  the  domestic  parity  plan, 
here's  how  it  would  work: 

It  would  allow  the  wheat  crop  to  move  in 
an  open  market  and  provide  the  grower  a 
parity  price  for  the  portion  we  need  for  do¬ 
mestic  consumption. 

It  would  replace  acreage  allotments  and 
marketing  quotas  with  national  marketing 
allotments  in  bushels.  The  national  allot¬ 
ment  would  be  based  upon  domestic  wheat 
needs  for  food,  plus  estimated  exports. 

(Had  the  plan  been  in  effect  in  1958,  the 
national  allotment  would  have  been  915 
million  bushels — 485  million  for  domestic 
food  needs  and  450  million  for  exoprt.  To 
work  off  the  CCC  stocks,  the  allotment  would 
have  been  reduced  by  75  million  bushels.) 

Domestic  parity  would  be  self-financing. 
Each  grower  would  be  issued  “domestic  food- 
use  certificates”  for  his  share  of  the  domestic 
allotment.  Each  miller  or  processor  of 
wheat  would  purchase  certificates  of  the 
amount  of  wheat  he  processed  for  food. 

Cost  of  the  certificates  would  become  a 
part  of  the  cost  of  the  processed  foods  and 
would  not  be  paid  by  the  Government. 

To  be  eligible  to  participate  in  the  domes¬ 
tic  parity  allotment,  the  grower  would  have 
to  put  at  least  20.  percent,  but  not  more  than 
30  percent,  of  his  base  acreage  in  conserva¬ 
tion  reserve.  ’ 

At  least  500  million  bushels  of  the  CCC 
stocks  would  be  placed  in  a  national  defense 
stockpile.  This  would  be  the  responsibility 
of  the  Government  and  would  be  held  at 
Government  expense. 

As  their  part  of  the  bargain,  growers  would 
reduce  the  national  allotment  by  75  million 
bushels  a  year  until  the  surplus  above  the 
500-million-bushel  reserve  has  been  ab¬ 
sorbed. 

Biggest  argument  for  domestic  parity  from 
the  public  standpoint  is  that  it  would  save 
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the  Government  a  half-billion  dollars  a  year. 
That  figure  includes  loss  on  CCC  stocks,  re¬ 
duction  in  storage  charges,  elimination  of 
export  subsidies,  and  savings  in  administra¬ 
tion  costs. 

Some  of  the  objections  offered  to  the  plan 
we  think  are  unfounded;  some  even  unfair. 
Here  are  three  most  frequently  raised  objec¬ 
tions: 

That  it  would  become  a  bread  tax. 
Answer:  Cost  of  the  domestic  food-use  cer¬ 
tificates  would  replace  the  present  cost  of 
Government  price  supports. 

For  the  wheat  that  goes  into  a  loaf  of 
bread,  the  grower  gets  about  2(4  cents  under 
the  present  price-support  system.  Domestic 
food  use  certificates  would  add  less  than  a 
penny  to  the  cost  of  wheat  in  the  bread  loaf. 
And  this  would  be  more  than  offset  by  elim¬ 
inating  the  present  supports  paid  out  of 
taxes. 

Opponents  say  the  Corn  Belt  fears  the 
domestic  parity  plan  would  put  wheat  into 
greater  competition  with  corn  and  other  feed 
grains.  Answer:  The  whole  domestic  parity 
plan  is  directed  toward  reducing  wheat  pro¬ 
duction  without  increasing  feed-grain  acre¬ 
age.  Only  by  reducing  his  basic  wheat  acre¬ 
age  with  conservation  reserve  could  the 
grower  participate  in  the  plan. 

If  participation  in  the  plan  were  high,  it  is 
estimated  12  to  14  million  acres  would  come 
out  of  grain  production  in  the  Wheat  Belt. 
That  would  cut  total  feed-grain  production  5 
million  &  8  million  tons  a  year. 

That's  small  in  comparison  to  total  feed- 
grain  output.  But  it’s  big  when  we  consider 
the  threat  of  wheat  to  other  feed  grains  if  we 
should  remove  allotments  and  let  wheat 
prices  drop  to  feed-grain  levels. 

Other  countries  would  accuse  us  of  dump¬ 
ing  our  surplus.  Answer:  We  would  allot 
only  as  much  as  we  could  normally  expect 
to  export.  Nonquota  wheat  would  be  in¬ 
eligible  for  export.  Furthermore  we  would 
get  away  from  the  presently  subsidized  ex¬ 
port  movement,  which  in  itself  creates  pres¬ 
sure  to  dump  or  sell  as  cheaply  as  possible. 

Domestic  parity  is  not  a  scheme  trumped 
up  overnight.  Both  the  National  Grange 
and  the  National  Association  of  Wheat  Grow¬ 
ers  have  put  years  of  effort  in  developing 
the  plan.  They  offer  it  in  all  sincerity  as  a 
sensible  and  dignified  way  back  to  realistic 
wheat  production.  We  believe  wheat  farmers 
will  want  to  try  it. 

The  Editors. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  myself  15  minutes. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  sug¬ 
gest  the  absence  of  a  quorum,  with  the 
understanding  that  the  time  for  the 
quorum  call  be  not  charged  to  either  side. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered.  The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  Con¬ 
gress  today  is  faced  with  a  most  vexing 
problem— the  problem  of  finding  ways 
and  means  to  reduce  wheat  surpluses. 
Efforts  were  made  last  year  by  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  to 
deal  with  this  problem.  Unfortunately, 
we  were  unable  to  make  any  progress  in 
that  direction. 

Last  year,  during  the  closing  days  of 
the  85th  Congress,  a  bill  dealing  with 
corn,  feed  grains,  cotton,  and  rice  was 
passed.  This  bill  was  acceptable  to  the 
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administration.  During  discussion  of 
that  bill,  the  committee  concluded  that 
since  there  was  a  great  difference  of 
opinion  as  how  best  to  solve  the  wheat 
problem,  it  would  be  better  to  postpone 
action  on  that  commodity  until  this  year. 

Soon  after  Congress  convened  in  Jan¬ 
uary,  the  President  sent  to  the  Congress 
a  message  in  which  he  indicated  what 
he  thought  should  be  done  with  respect 
to  wheat,  tobacco,  and  peanuts.  He 
touched  on  other  phases  of  the  farm 
problem,  and  made  certain  suggestions 
in  regard  to  them. 

Soon  after  the  message  was  referred 
to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
Forestry,  the  committee  convened,  and 
invited  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  Mr. 
Benson,  to  appear  before  it.  During  his 
appearance  before  the  committee,  Sec¬ 
retary  Benson  promised  to  present  to  the 
committee  his  Department’s  version  of 
what  should  be  done  with  respect  to 
wheat.  But,  unfortunately,  no  specific 
bill  was  sent  to  the  committee.  What 
we  got  were  more  or  less  highly  gener¬ 
alized  objectives  ultimately  followed  by 
specific,  but  alternative  suggestions  as  to 
programs. 

The  first  alternative  proposed  was  re-* 
laxation  of  controls  for  the  years  1960, 
1961,  and  1962.  In  short,  the  Secretary 
asked  that  we  give  him  either  the  au¬ 
thority  to  fix  support  prices  at  from  75 
percent  to  90  percent  of  the  average 
market  price  of  wheat  for  the  past  3 
years,  or  a  support  price  ranging  from 
zero  to  90  percent  of  parity,  with  the 
specific  support  level  to  be  left  completely 
to  his  discretion. 

With  respect  to  acreage  allotments,  it 
was  suggested  that  the  present  55-mil- 
lion-acre  national  minimum  be  more  or 
less  withdrawn,  and  that  the  Secretary 
be  given  the  right  to  increase  this  mini¬ 
mum  by  as  much  as  50  percent,  if  he  so 
desired.  It  was  also  suggested  that  after 
1963  acreage  allotments  be  entirely  re¬ 
moved.  Other  suggestions  were  made — 
for  instance,  to  do  away  with  the  30-acre 
limitation  under  which  farmers  can 
plant  that  many  acres  in  wheat  if  the 
wheat  is  consumed  on  the  farm. 

The  second  alternative  proposed  by  the 
Department  was  a  tightening  of  con¬ 
trols,  in  complete  contrast  with  its  sug¬ 
gestion  of  removal  of  all  controls.  Under 
the  second  alternative,  price  supports 
would  be  either  90  percent  of  a  3-year 
average  price,  or  from  zero  to  90  percent 
of  parity.  Authority  to  fix  specific  sup¬ 
port  levels  would  be  left  to  the  Secre¬ 
tary,  irrespective  of  the  amount  of  wheat 
on  hand.  He  would  be  given  more  or 
less  carte  blanche  authority  to  fix  price 
supports  at  his  discretion.  The  second 
alternative  also  suggested  that  the  55- 
million-acre  minimum  national  acreage 
be  repealed,  and  the  national  allotment 
be  reduced — under  the  formula  sug¬ 
gested — to  approximately  40  million  to 
45  million  acres  of  wheatlands. 

Then  a  provision  was  suggested  in  re¬ 
gard  to  the  penalty  for  overplanting. 

Many  wheat  farmers  have,  under  the 
law,  planted  wheat  in  excess  of  their 
quotas,  and  have  paid  a  penalty  on  the 
excess  wheat  produced.  But  instead  of 
being  realistic  in  regard  to  these  pen¬ 
alties,  by  forcing  a  farmer  to  pay  a  pen¬ 


alty  in  line  with  the  production  derived 
from  the  excess  acres,  the  penalty  was 
based  on  the  average  amount  of  wheat 
produced  per  acre  in  the  county  or  the 
area  where  the  farm  was  located.  Thus, 
in  the  past,  it  has  been  entirely  possible 
for  a  farmer  to  plant  100  acres  in  excess* 
of  his  quota  and,  if  the  average  yield  in 
his  area '  was  12  bushels  an  acre,  his 
penalty  would  be  computed  at  that  rate, 
even  though  he  produced  30  bushels  on 
each  of  his  excess  acres. 

In  his  alternative  suggestion,  the  Sec¬ 
retary  suggested  that  the  penalty  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  law  be  tightened.  I  wish 
to  say  this  is  done  in  the  bill  which  is  now 
before  the  Senate. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  appreciate  very 
much  the  statement  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  is  making  in  regard  to  the  pro¬ 
duction  of  feed  wheat.  I  have  before  me 
the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938 ; 
and,  as  I  read  the  bill  which  has  been  re¬ 
ported  by  the  committee,  it  does  not  pro¬ 
vide  for  any  change  in  the  provision  in 
regard  to  the  acreage  which  does  not  ex¬ 
ceed  the  30-acre  limitation.  Is  that 
correct? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  The  bill  retains  the 
30-acre  limitation  for  feed  wheat,  does 
it  not? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  wonder  whether  the 
chairman  of  the  committee  will  be  willing 
to  consider  an  amendment  to  strike  out 
the  section  which  deals  with  the  30-acre 
limitation,  and  thus  permit  a  farmer  to 
grow  any  amount  of  wheat  he  wishes  to 
grow  for  the  1960  and  1961  crops.  As  I 
understand  the  bill,  it  is  a  stopgap  meas¬ 
ure,  a  temporary  measure  for  a  2-year 
period. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes ;  it  is. 

Mr.  President,  I  wish  to  say  that  the 
proposal  to  do  what  the  Senator  from 
Kansas  has  suggested  was  considered  by 
the  committee.  The  committee  refused 
to  accept  it.  Furthermore,  I  wish  to  say 
to  my  good  friend,  the  Senator  from 
Kansas,  that,  as  I  shall  indicate  in  a 
moment,  the  committee  spent  many 
hours  in  simply  trying  to  get  agreement 
on  a  bill  to  report  to  the  Senate.  I  am 
frank  in  stating  that  the  bill  now  before 
the  Senate  is  the  best  which  could  be  ob¬ 
tained.  We  discussed  the  very  provision 
the  Senator  from  Kansas  is  now  making; 
there  was  opposition  to  it.  If  it  had  been 
included  in  the  bill  chances  are  that  the 
present  bill  would  not  have  been  reported 
to  the  Senate  from  the  committee. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana  yield  fur¬ 
ther  to  me? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  sincerely  hope  the 
distinguished  chairman  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  will  not 
think  I  am  critical  of  the  bill  he  has 
reported  from  the  committee.  Of  course, 

I  do  not  approve  of  many  of  its  features; 
but  at  the  same  time  I  realize  how  diffi¬ 
cult  and  complicated  is  the  subject  with 
which  we  are  dealing  at  this  time  on  the 
floor  of  the  Senate;  and  I  commend  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  for  having  taken 


the  time  and  for  having  had  the  patience 
to  listen  to  the  conflicting  views  which 
were  presented  on  a  problem  of  such 
magnitude. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Senator  from 
Kansas  might  well  emphasize  the  word 
“patience,”  because  a  great  deal  of  it 
was  required. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  certainly  do  so,  Mr. 
President. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  A  great  deal  of  pa¬ 
tience  was  required  even  to  get  the  com¬ 
mittee  to  act  on  the  bill  which  is  now 
before  the  Senate. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana  yield  fur¬ 
ther  to  me? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  appreciate  the  cour¬ 
tesy  of  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  in. 
yielding  in  connection  with  the  matter 
of  the  feeding  of  wheat  to  animals  on 
a  man’s  own  farm — a  matter  which  re¬ 
ceived  so  much  unfavorable  publicity  in 
connection  with  the  experience  of  Mr. 
Yankus.  I  do  not  like  to  see  such  a  situ¬ 
ation  develop;  neither  do  I  like  to  h^ve 
the  Congress  enact  legislation  under 
which  criminal  penalties  are  imposed  on 
a  farmer  for  wheat  which  he  grows  to 
feed  to  animals  on  his  own  farm.  That 
is  why  I  have  brought  up  this  question. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Does  the  Senator 
from  Kansas  desire  to  eliminate  any  limi¬ 
tation  on  the  acreage  which  could  be 
planted  to  wheat  to  feed  to  animals  or 
to  use  for  human  consumption  on  the 
farm? 

Mr.  CARLSON.  It  was  my  hope  that, 
if  we  changed  the  law,  the  farmers  would 
be  able  to  grow  the  wheat  they  wanted 
to  grow  for  animal  feed  at  home.  How¬ 
ever,  I  have  brought  up  the  matter  for 
debate.  s 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Of  course  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Kansas  has  the  privilege  of 
submitting  an  amendment.  I  do  not 
know  what  the  Senate  will  do  about  it; 
but  I  certainly  think  I  should  tell  him 
of  the  attitude  of  the  committee  with 
respect  to  his  proposal. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  North  Dakota.  * 

Mi-.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  I  wish 
to  commend  the  chairman  of  the  com¬ 
mittee,  who  has  made  persistent  efforts 
to  try  to  get  a  wheat  bill  reported  by  the 
Senate  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
Forestry  and  have  it  acted  upon  by  the 
Senate  previous  to  the  wheat  quota  vote 
in  June.  As  all  Senators  know,  an  an¬ 
nouncement  has  to  be  made  by  the  first 
of  June. 

The  committee  has  had  a  very  diffi¬ 
cult,  uphill  job.  Every  farm  organiza¬ 
tion  has  a  different  viewpoint.  For  the 
most  part,  the  organizations  want  their 
programs  or  none  at  all.  The  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  has  still  some  other  views, 
and  he  is  as  immovable  as  the  rocks ;  and 
he  wants  his  program  or  none  at  all. 

After  2  months  of  efforts  by  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  committee,  I  am  not  so  sure 
that  we  shall  even  get  a  bill  through  Con¬ 
gress.  If  every  farm  organization  is  able 
to  hold  its  little  flock  together,  we  shall 
not  be  able  to  pass  any  bill,  and  we  shall 
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wind  up  with  a  worse  situation  by  the 
end  of  next  year  than  we  have  now. 

I  was  very  much  disappointed  in  the 
report  on  the  bill  submitted  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture — a  completely 
erroneous  report.  No  one  who  has  an 
iota  of  knowledge  of  the  wheat  problem 
would  submit  a  report  of  that  kind. 
Most  of  the  conclusions  are  completely 
erroneous  and  deceiving.  What  kind  of 
attitude  is  that?  This  is  a  field  in  which 
the  Congress  of  the  United  States  is  try¬ 
ing  to  legislate,  and  it  is  an  almost  im¬ 
possible  situation. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Senator  from 
North  Dakota  is  entirely  correct.  He  will 
recall  that  on  2  or  3  occasions  we  called 
upon  the  officials  of  the  Agriculture  De¬ 
partment  to  sit  with  us,  in  order  to  try 
to  get  a  bill  that  might  be  acceptable  to 
the  Department.  But  the  position  taken 
by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  as  I 
would  interpret  it,  was,  “Give  me  what  I 
want  or  else  get  nothing.” 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  I  do  not 
think  there  could  be  found  any  group 
of  grain  traders  in  the  United  States 
or  any  group  of  actual  farmers  that 
would  agree  with  the  conclusions  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  at  all.  It  is 
the  most  absurd,  ignorant  statement  I 
have  seen  issued.  It  is  inconceivable  that 
such  a  statement  could  come  from  the 
Department  of  Agriculture.  I  shall  deal 
with  it  point  by  point  at  a  later  time 
today. 

Mr.  SCHOEPPEL.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Kansas. 

Mr.  SCHOEPPEL.  I  wish  to  say  to  the 
distinguished  chairman  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  that  he 
has  been  laboring,  as  he  knows,  under 
severe  handicaps.  Some  of  the  difficul¬ 
ties  were  mentioned  a  while  ago  by  the 
Senator  from  North  Dakota  [Mr. 
Young!. 

The  most  confusing  situation  the 
committee  had  to  face  in  the  several 
months  we  were  laboring  on  this  bill 
arose  from  the  divergencies  of  opinion 
on  the  part  of  responsible  leaders  of 
farm  organizations,  who  themselves,  in 
their  own  judgment,  could  see  only  cer¬ 
tain  phases  of  their  programs. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  yielded  to  the  Senator  from  Loui¬ 
siana  has  expired. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
for  10  more  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Louisiana  is  recognized  for 
10  more  minutes. 

Mr.  SCHOEPPEL.  I  wish  to  ask  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Louisiana  if 
it  is  not  a  fact  that  this  is  a  compromise 
of  the  rankest  sort,  with  the  hope  that 
we  can  get  some  legislation  enacted  by 
Congress  before  the  deadline. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Senator  is  en¬ 
tirely  correct.  I  will  demonstrate  that 
fact  in  a  few  moments,  and  present  to 
the  Senate  the  various  steps  we  took  in 
order  to  get  some  kind  of  legislation 
dealing  with  wheat  before  the  Senate. 

Mr.  SCHOEPPEL.  I  may  say  to  the 
distinguished  Senator  I  hesitated  to  vote 
for  this  measure,  but  I  wanted  it  to  come 
to  the  floor  of  the  Senate  for  a  discussion, 


frankly,  and  openly,  as  we  are  trying  to 
do.  However,  there  is  one  phase  which 
was  presented  by  the  Senator  from 
North  Dakota  [Mr.  Young!  that  the 
Senate  ought  to  consider  if  we  are  going 
to  pass  this  bill,  or  another  proposal. 
'The  Senator  from  North  Dakota  offered 
in  committee  a  proposal  on  the  basis  of 
75  percent  of  parity  on  a  10-percent  re¬ 
duction  in  acreage.  I  think  that  is  the 
best  and  most  practical  approach  to  this 
problem.  By  providing  75  percent  sup¬ 
ports  under  the  new  parity  formula,  $1.77 
a  bushel,  many  farmers,  I  believe  would 
be  willing  to  reduce  their  production  by 
10  percent.  The  committee  rejected  this 
approach.  I  feel  the  committee  was  in 
error,  for  there  must  be  some  induce¬ 
ment  offered  to  have  a  great  majority 
of  farmers  feel  they  can  reduce  their 
acreage. 

One  thing  is  certain — we  cannot  con¬ 
tinue  to  cut  acreage  and  the  support 
price  at  the  same  time  and  have  the 
average  farmer  continue  to  live,  espe¬ 
cially  under  present  cost  of  materials, 
and  supplies  of  all  kinds. 

Even  with  this  change,  if  made,  this 
measure  is  far,  far  from  a  good  bill.  I 
fear,  unless  that  proposal  is  included, 
that  much  support,  even  in  a  spirit  of 
compromise  would  be  lost. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

At  this  point,  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  place  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord  a  resume  of  the  administration’s 
wheat  proposals. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  resume 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Resume  of  Administration  Wheat  Proposals 

ALTERNATE  I.  ABANDONMENT  OF  CONTROLS 

(1)  Price  support: 

(a)  For  1960,  1961,  and  1962:  75  to  90  per¬ 
cent  of  previous  3 -year  average  market  price 
or  0  to  90  percent  of  parity. 

(b)  For  1963  and  thereafter:  90  percent 
of  previous  3 -year  average  market  price  or 
0  to  90  percent  of  parity. 

(2)  Acreage  allotments: 

(a)  For  1960,  1961,  and  1962:  Authorize 
Secretary  to  increase  national  allotment  by 
up  to  50  percent. 

(b)  For  1963  and  thereafter:  Discontinue 
allotments  and  quotas. 

(3)  Remove  30-acre  limit  on  feed  wheat 
exemption. 

ALTERNATE  II.  TIGHTENING  OF  CONTROLS 

(1)  Price  support  at  90  percent  of  previous 
3 -year  average  market  price  or  0  to  90  percent 
of  parity. 

(2)  Repeal  55  million  acre  minimum. 

(3)  New  national  allotment  formula: 

(a)  If  carryover  is  not  less  than  500  mil¬ 
lion  bushels,  the  national  allotment  would 
be  that  calculated  to  produce  quantity  equal 
to  domestic  consumption  and  exports  for 
dollars  (not  including  Public  Law  480  ex¬ 
ports) — about  40  to  45  million  acres. 

(b)  If  carryover  is  less  than  500  million 
bushels,  the  national  allotment  would  be 
that  calculated  to  produce  a  quantity,  which 
with  carryover  and  imports  would  provide 
a  normal  supply. 

(4)  Penalty  imposed  on  actual  yield  of 
excess  acres  (double'  normal  if  actual  pro¬ 
duction  not  shown) . 

(5)  Prohibit  adjustment  of  planted  acres 
to  comply  with  allotment  where  excess  acre¬ 
age  exceeds  larger  of  (i)  10  percent  of  allot¬ 
ment  or  (ii)  3  acres. 

(6)  Increase  penalty  to  basic  loan  rate. 

(7)  Repeal  15-acre  and  200-bushel  exemp¬ 
tions. 


(8)  Repeal  30-acre  limit  on  feed  wheat 
exemption. 

(9)  Base  eligibility  to  vote  in  referendum 
on  past  production  of  wheat. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  pur¬ 
suing  the  subject  introduced  by  my 
friend  from  Kansas  a  moment  ago,  just 
as  soon  as  the  Agriculture  Committee  re¬ 
ceived  the  President’s  agricultural  mes¬ 
sage,  it  asked  for  the  views  of  Mr.  Benson. 
He  waited  several  weeks  before  he  sent 
us  his  proposals  as  to  what  should  be 
done  about  wheat.  Within  a  matter  of 
days  after  we  received  those  proposals, 
the  committee  began  holding  hearings 
which  continued  for  over  a  week,  and 
heard  the  views  of  representatives  from 
all  farm  organizations  and  the  Depart¬ 
ment. 

The  committee  was  unable  to  agree  on 
any  particular  proposal  made  by  any  of 
the  farm  organizations,  or  even  by  the 
Department.  In  an  effort  to  reach 
agreement,  a  subcommittee  was  ordered 
to  begin  new  efforts  to  achieve  a  wheat 
bill.  It  prepared  its  own  version  of  what 
ought  to  be  done,  a  version,  I  must  add, 
which,  while  far  from  perfect,  did  man¬ 
age  to  receive  some  support  by  the  full 
committee  membership. 

The  full  committee  then  proceeded  to 
hold  hearings  on  the  committee  print. 
Later  the  committee  sat  for  4  successive 
days,  as  I  recall,  trying  to  reach  a  con¬ 
clusion  as  to  what  ought  to  be  done. 

Of  course,  during  the  discussions,  there 
was  a  great  deal  of  give  and  take,  so  that 
we  could  arrive  at  a  bill  that  would  re¬ 
ceive  a  majority  vote  of  the  committee. 
This  is  the  bill  which  is  now  before  the 
Senate  and,  in  my  judgment,  it  appears 
to  be  the  best  one  that  could  be  presented. 

I  am  not  going  into  detail,  but  at  this 
point  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
printed  ip  the  Record,  a  resume  of  com¬ 
mittee  consideration  of  wheat  legislation, 
in  order  to  show  the  efforts  put  forth  by 
the  committee  to  report  the  bill  which  is 
now  before  the  Senate. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  memo¬ 
randum  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Committee  Consideration  of  Wheat 
Legislation 

January  29,  1959:  President’s  message  on 
agriculture  received  by  Congress. 

February  4,  1959:  Committee  met  and 
chairman  reported  he  had  invited  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  to  meet  with  the  commit¬ 
tee  on  that  day,  but  that  the  Secretary  had 
prior  commitments.  Committee  discussed 
date  for  hearings  and  since  many  Members 
of  the  Senate  would  be  out  of  the  Senate  on 
the  week  of  February  9,  it  was  decided  to 
hear  the  Secretary  the  week  of  February  16. 

February  16  and  17,  1959:  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  appeared  before  the  committee 
to  explain  the  President’s  program  and  was 
requested  to  submit  proposal  in  bill  form. 

March  12,  1959:  Administration  proposals 
received  in  bill  form. 

March  13,  1959:  Committee  met  in  special 
executive  session,  discussed  administration 
proposal  and  decided  to  make  immediate  ar¬ 
rangements  for  wheat  hearings. 

March  18,  1959:  Executive  session  called  to 
consider  wheat  bills,  but  a  quorum  was  not 
obtained. 

March  19  through  25:  liearkigs  on  various 
wheat  legislative  proposals  held.  Witnesses 
presented  divergent  views. 


1959 
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April  11,  1959:  Confidential  committee 
print  presented  for  consideration  by  com¬ 
mittee.  Would — 

(1)  Reduce  farm  acreage  allotments  by  5 
percent  of  first  200  acres,  10  percent  of  acre¬ 
age  over  200  acres; 

(2)  Place  penalties  on  an  actual  yield 
basis; 

(3)  Increase  penalty  rate  to  65  percent  of 
parity; 

(4)  Reduce  15-acre  exemption  to  10  acres; 

and  < 

(5)  Limit  wheat  price  support  to  $35,000 
per  person  per  year. 

April  15,  1959:  Executive  session.  Dis¬ 
cussed  committee  print  and  suggested 
changes. 

April  16,  ip59:  New  committee  print  issued. 
New  print  differed  from  previous  print  in — 

(1)  Was  restricted  to  1960  and  1961  crops; 

(2)  Reduced  price  limitation  to  $25,000  per 
person  per  year;  and 

(3)  Repealed  authority  for  noncompliance 
supports  on  any  crop. 

Agreed  to  hold  hearings  on  this  print. 

April  22,  1959:  Hearings  held  on  committee 
print  of  April  16.  Divergent  views  again  ex¬ 
pressed. 

April  29,  1959:  Committee  met  in  executive 
session.  Discussed  wheat  and  ordered  a  new 
committee  print. 

April  30,  1959:  Committee  Print  No.  2  is¬ 
sued.  Print  No.  2  differed  from  Print  No.  1 
in  that  it  would — 

(1)  Reduce  farm  acreage  allotments  by  7 
percent  of  the  first  200  acres  and  12  percent 
of  the  balance; 

(2)  The  penalty  rate  would  equal  the  basic 
level  of  price  support; 

(3)  The  15-acre  exemption  was  reduced  to 
the  smaller  of  (i)  12  acres,  or  (ii)  the  highest 
acreage  planted  to  wheat  in  any  one  of  the 
3  preceding  years; 

(4)  The  limit  on  wheat  price  support  was 
set  at  $20,000  per  person  per  year;  and 

(5)  Permanent  repeal  of  noncompliance 
price  support  was  provided  for. 

April  30, 1959 :  Committee  considered  wheat 
legislation  in  executive  session,  ordered  the 
preparation  of  a  new  committee  print,  and 
ordered  the  reporting  of  a  Joint  resolution  to 
defer  the  proclamation  of  quotas  and  allot¬ 
ments. 

April  30,  1959:  Senate  Joint  Resolution  94 
reported  to  Senate  to  defer  proclamation  of 
quotas  and  allotments. 

May  2,  1959:  Committee  Print  No.  3  is¬ 
sued.  Would — 

(1)  Give  each  farmer  a  choice  of  (A)  sup¬ 
port  at  65  percent  of  parity  with  wheat  acre¬ 
age  equal  to  the  farm  allotment,  (B)  75  per¬ 
cent  of  parity  with  not  more  than  90  percent 
of  the  allotment,  and  (C)  80  percent  of  par¬ 
ity  with  not  more  than  80  percent  of  the  al¬ 
lotment; 

(2)  Limit  wheat  price  support  to  $35,000 
per  person  per  year; 

(3)  Put  penalties  on  an  actual  yield  basis; 

(4)  Increase  the  penalty  rate  to  the  choice 
(B)  support  price  (75  percent  of  parity) ; 

(5)  Reduce  the  15-acre  exemption  to  12 
acres  and  restrict  it  to  farms  which  received 
wheat  in  1957,  1958,  or  1959;  and 

(6)  Repeal  authority  for  noncompliance 
price  support. 

Except  for  repeal  of  the  noncompliance 
support  provision,  the  print  would  be  effec¬ 
tive  only  to  the  1960  and  1961  crops. 


May  5,  1959:  The  committee  considered 
wheat  legislation  and  informal  report  of  De¬ 
partment  on  Committee  Print  No.  3  in  execu¬ 
tive  session  and  agreed  that  a  special  sub¬ 
committee  meet  with  representatives  of  the 
Department  at  3  p.m.  that  afternoon  to  dis¬ 
cuss  wheat. 

May  5,  1959:  Special  subcommittee  met 
with  Department  representatives,  but  failed 
to  agree  on  a  bill. 

May  6,  1959:  Committee  in  executive  ses¬ 
sion  ordered  the  preparation  of  another  com¬ 
mittee  print. 

May  7,  1959 :  Committee  Print  No.  4  issued. 
This  print  would — 

,  (1)  Raise  the  support  price  to  85  percent 
of  parity  and  reduce  farm  allotments  20  per¬ 
cent; 

(2)  Limit  wheat  price  support  per  person 
per  year  to  $35,000; 

(3)  Put  marketing  penalties  on  an  actual 
yield  basis; 

(4)  Raise  the  penalty  rate  to  the  basic 
level  of  price  support; 

(5)  Reduce  the  15 -acre  exemption  to  12 
acres  and  restrict  it  to  farms  producing  wheat 
in  1957,  1958,  or  1959; 

(6)  Remove  the  30-acre  limitation  on  the 
feed-wheat  exemption;  and 

(7)  Repeal  the  authority  for  noncom¬ 
pliance  price  support  for  any  commodity. 

Except  for  the  repeal  of  noncompliance 
price  support,  the  print  would  have  been 
effective  only  to  the  1960  and  1961  crops  of 
wheat."'' 

May  11,  1959:  Senate  Joint  Resolution  94 
passed  the  Senate. 

May  12,  1959:  Senate  Joint  Resolution  94 
passed  House. 

May  15,  1959:  Senate  Joint  Resolution  94 
signed  by  President. 

May  15,  1959:  Committee  in  executive  ses¬ 
sion  ordered  wheat  bill  reported. 

May  18,  1959:  S.  1968  reported  under  au¬ 
thority  of  the  order  of  the  Senate  of  May  15. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  this 
bill  follows  the  theories  advocated 
by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  and 
if  these  theories  are  correct,  should 
reduce  production  by  about  120  million 
to  200  million  bushels  per  year,  depend¬ 
ing,  of  course,  upon  which  selection  is 
made  by  the  wheatgrowers  under  the 
provisions  of  the  bill.  The  program 
would  be  in  effect  for  2  years,  covering 
the  1960  and  1961  crops. 

Let  me  describe  very  briefly  the  chief 
provisions  of  the  pending  bill.  Farmers 
who  choose  to  plant  their  full  acreage 
allotments,  land  on  a  55  million  acre 
minimum  national  allotment,  would  re¬ 
ceive  price  support  at  65  percent  of 
parity. 

If,  however,  a  farmer  agrees  to  cut  his 
allotment  by  20  percent,  he  would  get  a 
price  support  of  80  percent  of  parity. 

We  have  stiffened  the  penalties  on 
wheat  produced  on  acreage  in  excess  of 
allotments.  The  penalty  is  realistic,  in 
that  it  would  be  applicable  to  all  wheat 
actually  produced  on  excess  acreage, 
without  regard  to  what  may  be  the  av¬ 
erage  yields  in  the  area.  If  the  produc¬ 
tion  on  the  farm,  let  us  say  is  30  bushels 


per  acre,  but  average  production  in  the 
area  is  only  20  the  penalty  will  be  based 
on  30  bushels  per  acre,  not  20  bushels. 
Furthermore,  the  penalty  assessed  would 
not  be  45  percent  of  the  support  price, 
as  is  now  the  law,  but  100  percent  of  65 
percent  of  parity. 

We  also  reduced  the  15-acre  exemp¬ 
tion  to  12  acres,  and  specified  that  no 
farmer  could  have  more  than  one  12-acre 
exemption.  What  we  had  in  mind  was 
preventing  farmers  from  going  around 
the  countryside  and  renting  12  acres  in 
one  spot,  12  acres  in  another  spot,  ad 
infinitum,  he  farmer  is  limited  to  12 
acres,  and  cannot  get  as  many  12-acre 
allotments  as  he  may  desire. 

The  bill  also  provide  that  farmers  who 
did  not  take  advantage  of  the  existing 
15-acre  provision  in  any  one  year  of  the 
crop  years  1957,  1958,  or  1959  would  not 
be  entitled  to  a  12-acre  allotment  in  1960 
or  1961. 

The  bill  eliminates  the  200-bushel  ex¬ 
emption. 

Mr.  President,  that  about  sums  up 
what  the  bill  contains.  I  hope  the  wheat 
farmers  of  the  country  are  realistic 
enough  to  realize  that  something  must 
be  done  to  reduce  production  and  begin 
reducing  the  wheat  surplus  if  the  wheat 
program  keeps  on  as  it  is  now,  and  if 
production  is  such  that  surpluses  con¬ 
tinue  to  pile  up,  the  entire  farm  program 
will  be  placed  in  jeopardy. 

My  hope  is  that,  if  this  bill  is  enacted 
into  law,  wheat  farmers  will  abide  by  its 
spirit,  as  well  as  its  specific  provisions. 

I  am  hopeful  wheat  farmers  will 
choose  the  65  percent  of  parity  alterna¬ 
tive.  If  they  do,  then,  according  to  the 
theories  advanced  by  Mr.  Benson,  pro¬ 
duction  will  be  reduced  and  consump¬ 
tion  increased. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  has 
expired. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield  myself  1  ad¬ 
ditional  minute. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  four  tables  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The  first  table  shows  CCC  losses  and 
costs  related  to  disposition  and  exporta¬ 
tion  of  wheat  and  wheat  flour  by  fiscal 
years. 

The  second  shows  CCC  price  support 
investment  in  wheat  and  wheat  flour. 

The  third  shows  the  actual  acquisi¬ 
tions  and  dispositions  of  wheat  under 
the  CCC  price  support  program  by  fiscal 
years  from  1951  to  1958,  and  the  esti¬ 
mated  acquisitions  and  dispositions  for 
1959  and  1960. 

The  fourth  table  shows  wheat  produc¬ 
tion,  yield  per  acre,  domestic  consump¬ 
tion,  exports,  1951  through  1958. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  tables 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 


No.  83 - 3 


8000  CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE  May  22 


Wheat  and  ivheat  flour  CCC  losses  and  costs  related  to  disposition  and  exportation  by  fiscal 

year 

[In  thousands  of  dollars] 


Fiscal  year  ended 

June  30 — 

Program  losses 1 

CCC 

donations 

Cost  of  In¬ 
ternational 
Wheat 
Agreement 2 

Public  Law 
480  title  1 2 
net  costs 3 

Public  Law 
480  title  II 2 
total  costs 

On  price 
support 
sales 

On  commod¬ 
ity  export 
program 

18,990 
7,  719 
18, 896 
71,280 
126, 976 
88,  251 
91, 134 
40,  563 
71,  832 
100, 103 

180, 371 
171,312 
130,  786 
58, 975 
99,  718 
92, 313 
90, 071 
82,  418 
64,  773 
0) 

26, 087 
49, 575 
69,  576 
133, 176 
85, 000 
68, 200 
71,000 

1 flss  _  _ 

85,800 
216,  600 
214, 100 
319,  600 

w 

*) 

56,115 
33, 181 
43,  645 
40, 145 
39, 352 
37,905 

1956  . — . - 

11,087 
43, 983 
86, 128 
-  ,  86, 190 

81,  250 

1957  _ _ 

1958  _ _ 

1  CCC  reimbursed  by  capital  restoration. 

2  CCC  reimbursed  by  special  appropriations. 

3  Total  cost  less  foreign  currency  collected. 

*  No  estimate  available. 

6  Agreement  in  process;  no  estimate  made. 


Wheat  and  wheat  flour:  CCC  investment  in 
price  support  program 


Fiscal  year  ended  June  30— 

CCC  investment  at  end  of 
fiscal  year 

Quantity 

Cost  value 

1951 . . . 

Thousand 

bushels 

207, 659 

Thousand 

dollars 

505, 320 

1952 . - 

165, 628 

411, 124 
1, 284,  210 

1953. . . . 

514,  399 

1954 . i. 

865,  641 

2, 169, 108 

1955 . 

990,  696 

2,  579,  225 

1956 . 

995,  847 

2,  625,  655 

1957 . 

838, 146 

2, 294,  243 
2, 371,  385 

1958 _ _ - 

872,  445 

1959  (estimate) _ 

1, 239,  000 

3,  074,  000 

1960  (estimate) _ 

1,  442,  000 

3,  469,  000 

USD  A 

Wheat:  Acquisitions  and  dispositions  under 
CCC  price  support  program,  by  fiscal  year, 
1951-58  actual  and,  1959  and  1960  esti¬ 
mated 

[In  thousands  of  bushels] 


Fiscal  year  ended  June 
30— 

Price  support 

Acquisitions 

Dispositions 

1951 . 

54,768 
-  85,614 
385,  667 
432,  835 
452,  751 
260,  812 
147,  651 
155,  777 
501,  697 
370,000 

185, 995 
138,  708 
58,  979 
128, 243 
251,416 
286,  037 
274,  428 
144, 802 
137,  000 
160,760 

1952  . 

1953  . . 

1954 . 

1955 . 

1956 . . 

1957. . _ 

1958 . . . 

1959 . 

1960 . . 

Wheat  production,  yield  per  acre,  domestic 
consumption,  exports 

[Bushels] 


Year 

Pro¬ 

duction 

Yield 

per 

acre 

Consumption 

Domes¬ 
tic  use 

Ex¬ 

ports 

Total 

Millions 

Millions 

Millions 

Millions 

1051 _ 

988 

16.0 

689 

475 

1, 164 

1952.... 

1, 306 

18.4 

660 

318 

978 

1953.... 

1,173 

17.3 

634 

217 

851 

1954 _ 

984 

18.1 

611 

274 

885 

1955.... 

935 

19.8 

601 

346 

947 

1956.... 

1,004 

20.2 

587 

550 

1,137 

1957.... 

951 

21.7 

588 

402 

990 

1958.... 

1,462 

27.3 

619 

450 

1,069 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
bill  is  open  to  amendment. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  sug¬ 
gest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  desire  to  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  time  for  the 
call  of  the  roll  not  be  charged  to  either 
side? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  That  is  correct,  Mr. 
President. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  Illinois?  The  Chair  hears  none, 
and  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  on  behalf  of  the  Senator  from 
Connecticut  [Mr.  Bush]  and  myself  I 
offer  an  amendment  which  I  send  to  the 
desk  and  ask  to  have  .stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated  for  the  infor¬ 
mation  of  the  Senate. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  At  the  end 
of  the  bill  it  is  proposed  to  add  the  fol¬ 
lowing  new  section:  — 

Sec.  5.  The  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as 
amended,  is  amended,  effective  beginning 
with  1960  production,  by  inserting  after  sec¬ 
tion  420  the  following  new  section: 

“Sec.  421.  The  total  amount  of  price  sup¬ 
port  extended  to  any  person  on  any  year’s 
production  of  agricultural  commodities 
through  loans  or  purchases  made  or  made 
available  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion,  or  other  agency  of  the  U.S.  Department 
of  Agriculture,  shall  not  exceed  $35,000. 
The  term  ‘person’  shall  mean  any  indi¬ 
vidual,  partnership,  firm,  joint-stock  com¬ 
pany,  corporation,  association,  trust,  estate, 
°r  other  legal  entity  or  a  State,  political  sub¬ 
division  of  a  State,  or  an  agency  thereof. 
The  Secretary  shall  issue  regulations  pre¬ 
scribing  such  rules  as  he  determines  neces¬ 
sary  to  assure  a  fair  and  effective  application 
of  such  limitation,  and  to  prevent  the  evasion 
of  such  limitation.” 


Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware  obtained 
the  floor. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Would  the  limitation 
apply  to  all  commodities? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  It  would. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  this 
matter  is  of  such  importance  that  I  be¬ 
lieve  we  ought  to  have  a  quorum  present. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  I  may  suggest  the  absence  of  a 
quorum  and  that  the  time  necessary  for 
the  call  of  the  roll  not  be  charged  to 
either  side 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  should  like  to 
know  whose  time  would  be  used  for  the 
call  of  the  roll. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  The  time  would  not 
be  charged  to  either  side. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  re¬ 
quest  is  that  the  time  needed  for  the  call 
of  the  roll  be  not  charged  to  either  side. 

Is  there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
Senator  from  Illinois?  The  Chair  hears 
none,  and  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Clark  in  the  chair) .  Without  objection, 
it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  if  this 
distinguished  Senator  frQm  Delaware 
[Mr.  Williams],  who  has  the  floor,  will 
yield  for  2  minutes,  with  the  understand¬ 
ing  that  he  shall  not  lose  his  right  to  the 
floor,  I  should  like  to  yield"  2  minutes  on 
the  bill  to  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  [Mr.  Case]. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  yield  with  that 
understanding? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield; 
but  first  I  wonder  if  the  yeas  and  nays 
cannot  be  ordered  on  my  amendment.  I 
ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  now  yield  2  min¬ 
utes  on  the  bill  to  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  [Mr.  Case]. 


OTTAWA  FOR  SUMMIT 
CONFERENCE 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota,  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  if  the  necessary  progress  is  made 
at  Geneva,  a  summit  conference  of  the 
great  states  will  be  held. 

In  the  belief  that  the  necessary  pro¬ 
gress  will  be  made,  Mr.  President,  I  ven¬ 
ture  the  suggestion  today  that  the  city 
of  Ottawa,  capital  of  the  Dominion  of 
Canada,  be  selected  as  the  site  for  the 
meeting. 

In  support  of  this  suggestion  I  cite 
these  points: 

First.  Ottawa  is  near  the  home  of  the 
United  Nations  in  New  York  City.  Clerks 
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Interpreters,  technical  advisers,  libraries 
and  files  would  be  readily  available  for 
each  nation  and  on  every  subject. 

Second.  The  facilities  of  a  capital  city 
of  a~great  country  would  be  most  help¬ 
ful.  I  have  in  mind  meeting  halls,  com¬ 
mittee  rooms,  communications,  hotels 
and  transportation. 

Third.  For  security,  Ottawa  not  only 
would  have  the  means  available  to  a 
seat  of  government  but  individual  na¬ 
tions  could  utilize  whatever  they  provide 
for  their  delegations  at  UN  headquarters. 

Fourth.  Ottawa  would  be  readily  ac¬ 
cessible  not  only  for  the  heads  of  state 
but  also  for  staffs,  reporters,  and  visitors. 

Fifth.  Finally,  delegates  accustomed  to 
one  or  the  other  of  the  principal  inter¬ 
nationally  used  languages,  French  or 
English,  would  find  no  language  prob¬ 
lem.  The  Canadian  Parliament  which 
meets  in  Ottawa  is  bi-lingual.  Thous¬ 
ands  of  the  city’s  residents  speak  French 
as  well  as  English.  And  President  De 
Gaulle  could  find  himself  very  much  at 
home  at  a  great  hotel  which  invites  its 
guests  and  advises  them  with  signs  in 
French. 

Mr.  President,  this  suggestion  of  Otta¬ 
wa  for  the  summit  conferense  is  respect¬ 
fully  called  to  the  attention  of  the  State 
Department  in  the  hope  that  Secretary 
Herter  may  find  it  useful  in  current  ne¬ 
gotiations. 


WHEAT  ACT  OF  1959 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (S.  1968)  to  strengthen  the 
wheat  marketing  quota  and  price-sup¬ 
port  program. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Delaware  has  15  minutes  on  his 
amendment.  How  much  time  does  he 
desire  to  allot  to  himself? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield 
myself  5  minutes.  I  offer  the  amend¬ 
ment  on  behalf  of  the  Senator  from  Con¬ 
necticut  [Mr.  Bush]  and  myself.  The 
purpose  of  it  is  to  limit  price  support 
assistance  on  all  crops,  not  only  wheat, 
but  also  cotton,  rice,  peanuts,  tobacco, 
corn,  and  all  combinations  of  such  crops, 
which  are  grown  on  any  individual  farm 
or  any  corporate  farm. 

Several  instances  have  been  pointed 
out  to  the  Senate  of  substantial  pay¬ 
ments  which  have  been  going  to  corpor¬ 
ate  type  operations.  I  do  not  believe  that 
any  agricultural  bill  of  any  description, 
which  is  passed  in  the  name  of  the  small 
American  family-type  farmer  can  justify 
payments  of  several  hundred  thousand 
dollars  or  even  millions  to  large  corporate 
farmers. 

Only  a  few  weeks  ago  there  was  placed 
in  the  Record  an  instance  of  one  corpora¬ 
tion  having  received  a  little  more  than  a 
million  and  a  half  dollars  in  support  pay¬ 
ments  in  one  calendar  year.  I  was  in¬ 
terested  to  note,  going  back  in  the  record, 
that  the  same  corporation,  the  Delta 
Pine  &  Land  Co.,  of  Scott,  Miss.,  had  re¬ 
ceived  a  little  more  than  $9y2  million  in 
price  support  loins  on  the  cotton  and  rice 
which  the  corporation  had  grown  in  the 
past  10  years.  In  addition  to  that,  it  re¬ 
ceived  several  hundred  thousand  dollars 
in  payments  from  the  Federal  Treasury 
for  not  growing  rice  and  cotton.  The  in¬ 
teresting  part  of  it  is  that  these  par¬ 


8001 


ticular  payments  went  to  a  company 
which  is  not  even  American-owned.  It 
is  an  entirely  British-owned  corporation. 
Yet  we  have  been  subsidizing  their  opera¬ 
tions  in  the  name  of  the  American 
farmer. 

I  do  not  believe  that  there  can  be  any 
possible  justification  for  any  such  pay¬ 
ments  being  made  out  of  the  Federal 
Treasury. 

I  have  placed  in  the  Record  evidence 
to  show  that  in  the  year  1957,  10  com¬ 
panies  received  price  support  loans  of 
more  than  $31/2  million.  At  the  same 
time  the  same  10  companies  received 
$557,000  in  soil  bank  payments  for  not 
growing  wheat,  cotton,  and  com  on  10,- 
000  acres  which  they  own.  In  other 
words,  we  paid  them  a  little  more  than  a 
half  million  dollars  for  crops  they  did 
not  grow  and  paid  them  $3  y2  million  in 
price  support  payments  for  crops  they  did 
grow. 

I  believe  that  the  time  is  long  past  due 
when  this  situation  must  be  corrected. 
I  have  on  several  occasions  offered  a 
similar  amendment.  Although  they 
were  adopted  by  the  Senate,  they  were 
always  rejected  by  the  House.  It  is  en¬ 
couraging  to  note  that  the  House  this 
week  did  go  on  record  as  endorsing  the 
principle  of  limiting  the  afnount  of  the 
loans  which  can  be  made. 

I  believe  that  my  amendment  will  un¬ 
questionably  limit  all  such  payments  to 
any  individual  corporation,  firm,  or  part¬ 
nership,  and  so  forth.  It  will  limit  the 
amount  that  they  can  get  on  any  price 
support  loan  or  purchase  agreement,  or 
any  combination  of  them,  on  all  crops 
being  produced  by  the  same  person. 

I  certainly  hope  that  the  amendment 
will  be  overwhelmingly  adopted  by  the 
Senate. 

Mr.  BUSH.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  to  me  some  time? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield 
3  minutes  to  the  Senator  from  Con¬ 
necticut. 

Mr.  BUSH.  Mr.  President,  I  am  happy 
to  join  the  Senator  from  Delaware  in 
the  sponsorship  of  this  particular 
amendment,  because  I  believe  it  will  im¬ 
prove  the  proposed  legislation  very  sub¬ 
stantially  if  the  bill  is  passed. 

My  concept  of  the  agricultural  sup¬ 
port  program  has  always 'been  what  it 
was  originally  intended  to  be,  namely,  a 
guarantee  to  farmers  against  disaster. 
That  is  the  same  principle  I  was  in  fa¬ 
vor  of  some  25  years  ago,  when  the  farm¬ 
ers  faced  disastrous  situations,  and  I  am 
still  sympathetically  disposed  toward 
that  type  of  ultimate  protection  and 
guarantee  against  disaster. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  long  been  op¬ 
posed  to  legislation  which  is  designed 
to  guarantee  prosperity  to  the  farmer. 
I  do  not  believe  we  should  single  out  in 
our  economy  one  element  to  which  the 
Government  itself  will  guarantee  pros¬ 
perity  by  buying  enough  of  its  product  to 
make  the  guarantee  good. 

So,  while  I  do  not  believe,  necessarily, 
that  the  amendment  offered  by  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Delaware,  in  which  I  enthusi¬ 
astically  join  him,  is  the  ultimate  answer 
to  the  farm  problem,  I  do  believe  that  it 
will  have  the  effect  of  improving  the 
legislation  if  the  bill  should  pass. 


I  intend  to  support  the' amendment  to 
be  offered  later  by  the  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Capehart]  which 
I  believe  comes  even  more  to  grips  with 
the  desperate  situation  we  face.  The 
surpluses  which  are  piling  up  have 
catastrophic  possibilities  for  the  economy 
of  the  United  States.  Any  amendment 
which  is  designed  to  limit  or  cut  back 
the  surpluses  should  have  the  support 
of  the  Senate. 

For  that  reason,  and  believing  that  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware  is  designed  to  reduce  production 
and  reduce  surpluses,  I  enthusiastically 
support  the  amendment. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  How 
much  time  does  the  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Illinois? 
The  Senator  from  Delaware  has  8  min¬ 
utes  remaining. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  be¬ 
lieve  the  Senator  desires  to  ask  a  ques¬ 
tion.  I  yield  myself  5  minutes.  I  yield 
to  the  Senator  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  should  like  to  ask 
the  Senator  from  Delaware  whether  the 
$35,000  limitation  would  be  applied  to  the 
individual  farmer  and  to  every  commod¬ 
ity,  so  that  no  matter  what  he  grows,  the 
top  amount  he  could  receive  would  be 
$35,000. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  That  is 
correct. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Would  it  apply  to 
crops  now  growing,  or  is  it  postdated,  so 
that  it  will  apply  only  next  year? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  It  will 
apply  only  to  1960  production  and  years 
thereafter.  The  reason  for  that  is  that 
the  crops  which  are  presently  planted, 
whether  we  approve  of  the  payments  or 
not,  could  be  interpreted  as  having  been 
planted  under  a  law  wherein  we  have  a 
contractual  obligation  with  the  farm¬ 
ers  who  planted  them.  Therefore,  the 
amendment  is  applicable  to  all  crops 
which  will  be  planted  for  the  1960  pro¬ 
duction. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Therefore,  it  could 
not  be  said  that  the  amendment  would 
involve  a  breach  of  faith  with  those  who 
have  already  moved  under  existing  law 
and  the  limitations  that  apply. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  No;  it 
could  not.  That  is  why  the  amendment 
is  so  dated. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator'yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  In  the  case  of  farmers 
pooling  their  crops  in  a  cooperative  mar¬ 
keting  association,  is  it  intended  to  apply 
the  limitation  to  each  farmer  or  to  the 
association? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  To  each 
farmer. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  To  each  farmer. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Yes.  If 
there  is  a  group  of  farmers  operating  as 
a  cooperative,  it  would  apply  to  each 
individual  farmer  as  a  part  of  the  asso¬ 
ciation,  because  the  fact  that  two  or 
three  or  a  dozen  farmers  got  together 
in  an  association  it  would  not  mean  that 
the  amendment  would  limit  their  indi¬ 
vidual  total.  The  limitation  would  apply 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


8002 

to  each  farmer.  What  they  receive 
through  the  cooperative,  however,  would 
count  against  them  as  individuals. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  I  wonder  whether  the  Sen¬ 
ator  would  be  good  enough  to  read  the 
definition  of  person  in  the  amendment. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  read 
from  the  amendment: 

The  term  “person”  shall  mean  any  Indi¬ 
vidual,  partnership,  firm,  joint-stock  com¬ 
pany,  corporation,  association,-  trust,  estate, 
or  other  legal  entity,  or  a  State,  political 
subdivision  of  a  State,  or  an  agency  thereof. 
The  Secretary  shall  issue  regulations  pre¬ 
scribing  such  rules  as  he  determines  neces¬ 
sary  to  assure  a  fair  and  effective  applica¬ 
tion  of  such  limitation,  and  to  prevent  the 
evasion  of  such  limitation. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  That  is 
a  very  good  statement. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.'  It  was 
the  intention  to  provide  that  they  could 
each  get  the  maximum  under  the  limita¬ 
tion,  but  it  was  also  intended  to  provide 
a  safeguard  so  that  they  could  not  get 
more. 

We  want  the  amendment  to  be  fair  to 
each  farmer  but  at  the^ame  time  we  do 
not  want  to  have  any  loopholes. 

Mr.  SCOTT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SCOTT.  In  the  House  at  this  time 
I  note  that  a  ineasure  which  also  touches 
on  farm  price  supports  is  under  discus¬ 
sion,  and  that  measure  would  limit  loans 
to  $50,000.  However,  as  I  read  it,  there 
would  be  nothing  to  prevent  a  farmer  or 
a  farm  corporation  from  applying  for 
more  than  one  loan.  Therefore  the  lim¬ 
itation  seems  to  me  to  be  illusory,  if  not 
evasive. 

Is  the  $35,0Q0  limitation  in  the  Sen¬ 
ator’s  amendment  so  phrased  that  a  cor¬ 
poration  would  not  be  permitted  to  di¬ 
vide  its  holdings  and  get  another  $35,000 
on  some  other  part  of  the  holdings? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS '  of  Delaware.  The 
amendment  is  worded  so  that  that  defi¬ 
nitely  cannot  be  done. 

Mr.  SCOTT.  I  thank  the  Senator. 
Would  the  Senator  please  read  the  first 
sentence? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  The 
first  sentence  reads : 

The  total  amount  of  price  supports  ex¬ 
tended  to  any  person  in  any  year’s  produc¬ 
tion  of  agricultural  commodities. 

In  other  words,  it  is  the  total  amount 
of  all  agricultural  commodities — all  of 
them  together.  It  is  on  the  basis  of  the 
production  of  each  individual.  The 
amendment  is  definitely  worded  so  that 
it  could  not  be  applied  and  is  not  intended 
to  be  applied  otherwise.  I  had  that 
thought  in  mind  when  the  provision  was 
worded  in  this  manner. 

Mr.  SCOTT.  I  thank  the  Senator. 
His  explanation  permits  me  to  support 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.,  I  yield. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Will  the  amend¬ 
ment  apply  in  an  instance  where  a  land- 
owner  leases  his  land  to  a  tenant  under 
an  arrangement  whereby  the  landowner 
is  to  receive  40  percent  of  the  corn  grown, 
and  the  tenant  60  percent?  Would  each 
of  them  be  entitled  to  a  $35,000  loan? 


Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  No; 
they  would  not.  The  last  sentence  of  the 
amendment  is  worded  in  such  a  manner 
as  to  prohibit  the  practice,  which  is  de¬ 
veloping  under  the  land  bank  limitation, 
of  landowners  subdividing  their  farms  in 
order  to  get  around  the  limitation.  How¬ 
ever,  the  amendment  would  hot  prevent 
a  bona  fide  sale  of  a  piece  of  property, 
and  the  man  buying  it  would  have  the 
right  to  do  what  he  pleased  with  it  and 
if  it  was  a  bona  fide  transaction  the 
buyer  could  be  eligible  for  price  supports. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The’  time 
'of  the  Senator  from  Delaware  has  ex¬ 
pired.  The  Senator  from  Delaware  has 
3  additional  minutes. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield 
myself  the  3  minutes. 

The  amendment  does  not  prevent  bona 
fide  sales,  but  it  does  provide  the  Secre¬ 
tary  with  the  authority  to  issue  regula¬ 
tions  to  prevent  transactions,  alleged 
sales,  or  otherwise  which  are  obviously 
intended  as  a  circumvention  of  such 
limitations.  Certainly  we  do  not  want  to 
make  it  profitable  for  a  man  to  break  his 
land  down  into  multiple  groups  of  units 
for  the  sole  purpose  of  circumventing  the 
ceiling. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Will  the  $35,000 
limitation  apply  if  a  farmer  is  growing 
wheat,  corn,  soybeans,  and  tobacco,  and 
may  even  be  participating  in  the  soil 
bank?  Can  he  participate  up  to  $35,000 
on  each  of  those  items? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  The 
amendment  has  no  connection  with  the 
soil  bank.  The  $35,000  applies  only  to 
price  support  operations  through  crop 
loans  and  purchase  agreements. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  The  amendment 
definitely  prohibits  both  the  renter  and 
the  landowner  from  participating  up  to 
more  than  $35,000? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  That  is 
correct. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  They  are  consid¬ 
ered  as  One  person? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  If  a 
man  is  operating  alone  or  if  the  opera¬ 
tion  is  a  joint  venture,  the  amendment 
would  apply. 

If  it  is  a  bona  fide  transaction,  one  not 
having  a  purpose  of  evasion,  the  farmer 
buyipg  the  land  would  be  eligible.  Oth¬ 
erwise,  he  could  be  disqualified. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
v  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Does  the  amendment 
include  soil  bank  payments  on  agricul¬ 
tural  land? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  No,  it 
does  not  affect  them  at  all.  That  is 
taken  care  of  under  another  bill.  The 
amendment  here  deals  only  with  price 
support  operations. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  On  that 
point,  the  Senator’s  amendment  is  very 
clear,  because  it  applies  only  to  sales  or 
purchases  made,  or  to  commodities  made 
available  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration.  The  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration,  of  course,  does  not  administer 
the  soil  bank. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  think 
the  purpose  of  the  amendment  is  very 
clear. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Suppose  a  farmer 
makes  a  loan  on  his  crop — let  us  say  it 
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is  corn — of  50,000  bushels.  Then  sup¬ 
pose  that  6  months,  30  days,  or  10  days 
later  he  pays  off  the  loan.  The  transac¬ 
tion  has  not  cost  the  Government  1 
cent.  The  farmer  has  simply  made  a 
loan  under  the  program  and  has  paid  off 
the  loan  later.  Would  the  $35,000  limi¬ 
tation  apply  to  such  a  .transaction? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  In  my 
opinion,  it  would.  The  amendment 
provides :  ✓ 

The  total  amount  of  prjce  support  ex¬ 
tended  to  any  person  or  individual. 

Once  the  person  had  used  the  total 
amount  of  his  assistance,  which  would 
be  $35,000  for  1  year,  he  would  not  be  en¬ 
titled  to  any  more. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  If  the  farmer  made 
a  loan  and  paid  it  off  later,  he  would 
have  exhausted  the  $35,000? 

•  Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  In  that 
1  year,  yes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
of  the  Senator  from  Delaware  has  ex¬ 
pired. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  myself  15  minutes. 

I  oppose  the  amendment,  not  only  be¬ 
cause  the  committee  has  had  no  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  consider  it,  but  also  because  I 
sincerely  believe  that  it  is  contrary  to 
and  would  completely  frustrate  the  pur¬ 
pose  and  concept  of  the  present  farm 
program.  The  stories  which  have  been 
appearing  in  the  Nation’s  newspapers 
detailing  how  “vast  subsidies”  have  been 
paid  to  certain  farmers  are  very  mis¬ 
leading.  The  truth  of  the  matter  is  that 
such  payments  did  not  emanate  from  the 
price  support  program;  most  of  them  re¬ 
sulted  from  the  conservation  reserve  and 
acreage  reserve  soil  bank  programs.  I 
might  point  out  that  these  programs 
were  enacted  at  the  behest  and  request 
of  the  present  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

When  that  bill  was  presented  to  Con¬ 
gress,  the  administration  itself  opposed 
any  limitation  of  payments.  I  agreed 
with  that  proposal. 

_  We  were  told  that  the  reason  for  plac¬ 
ing  the  acreage  reserve  program  on  the 
statute  books  was  to  remove  from  culti¬ 
vation  and  production  as  many  acres  of 
cultivated  land  as  possible,  in  order  to 
reduce  production  of  the  basic  crops, 
and  to  reduce  surpluses  by  drawing  upon 
CCC  stocks  to  meet  .consumptive  require¬ 
ments. 

Thus,  since  reduced  production  was 
the  objective  of  the  acreage  reserve  pro¬ 
gram,  the  source  of  land  placed  in  the 
acreage  reserve  was  immaterial.  As  a 
matter  of  fact,  since  large  farming  units 
usually  have  higher  per-unit  yields,  it 
was  actually  deemed  desirable  to  entice 
operators  of  such  units  to  withdraw  their 
land  from  production. 

In  any  event,  payments  made  under 
Mr.  Benson’s  soil  bank  program  have 
been  confused  with  price  support  loans 
in  the  press,  and  this  confusion  is  respon¬ 
sible  in  large  measure  for  the  sentiments 
which  provoke  amendments  such  as 
that  now  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
Delaware. 

The  price  support  program  does  not 
involve  direct  payments  to  farmers  for 
either  producing  or  not  producing  crops 
on  their  land.  Basically,  the  theory  is 
as  follows:  To  obtain  price  supports — 
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and  price  supports  are  loans,  not  pay¬ 
ments — farmers  must  comply  with  the 
law,  providing  for  acreage  limitations 
designed  to  curtail  production  should 
surpluses  accumulate. 

If  a  farmer  complies  with  the  acreage 
allotted  to*  him,  he  can  borrow  from  the 
CCC,  and  pledge  his  crop  produced  from 
such  allotted  acres  as  collateral  to  se¬ 
cure  his  loan.  The  amount  he  is  per¬ 
mitted  to  borrow  depends  on  the  loan 
rate,  expressed  as  a  percentage  of  parity. 

Most  crops  mature  at  about  the  same 
time.  Because  of  this,  and  because  most 
farmers,  especially  small  farmers,  oper¬ 
ate  on  a  cash  basis,  a  practice  had  grown 
up  prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  present 
law,  whereby  farmers  sold  their  crop  as 
soon  as  it  was  harvested.  Since  nearly 
all  farmers  harvested  the  crops  they 
produced  at  about  the  same  time,  this 
practice  meant  that  huge  amounts  of 
cotton,  corn,  wheat,  and  other  commodi¬ 
ties  were  dumped  on  the  market  within 
a  very  short  period  of  time. 

In  order  to  stabilize  prices,  and  to 
permit  farmers  to  spread  their  market¬ 
ings  throughout  the  year,  instead  of 
compelling  them  to  dump  their  harvest 
on  the  market  at  one  time,  the  Congress 
authorized  the  loan  program  I  have  al¬ 
ready  described.  Through  this  program, 
farmers  have  been  able  to  borrow  money 
to  tide  them  over  until  such  time  as 
prices  recovered  from  harvest-time  gluts. 
It  is  the  theory  of  the  program  that  as 
prices  stabilize  after  harvests,  farmers 
can  redeem  their  crops  from  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  by  repaying 
their  loans  plus  carrying  charges,  and 
sell  at  a  more  advantageous  price. 

It  is  true,  of  course,  that  because  pro¬ 
duction  has  far  outstripped  consumption 
of  some  commodities,  and  because  acre¬ 
age  ^allotments  have  not  produced  the 
desired  reductions  in  production,  many 
farmers  have  been  unable  to  repay  the 
loans  advanced  them  by  CCC.  As  a  re¬ 
sult,  because  the  borrowers  were  in  de¬ 
fault,  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  has  had  to,  in  effect,  foreclose  on 
the  crops  pledged  as  security  for  CCC 
loans,  just  as  the  mortgagee  of  any 
property  usually  seizes  the  mortgaged 
property  when  the  mortgagor-debtor 
fails  to  pay  on  time. 

Our  present  surpluses  have  resulted 
from  these  foreclosures,  or  takeovers,  as 
they  are  more  properly  described.  They 
'have  not,  generally  speaking,  been  ac¬ 
quired  by  the  Government  under  a  pur¬ 
chase  program,  or  by  the  Government 
making  direct  payments  to  fanners. 

What  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  would  do  is  to 
deny  to  large  producers  the  opportunity 
to  place  their  crops  under  loan. 

Because  it  would  have  this  effect,  the 
large-farm  operators,  who  have  the 
highest  per-unit  yields,  will  have  no 
place  other  than  the  market  for  dispos¬ 
ing  of  their  harvests.  Thus,  it  is  my 
belief  that  the  amendment  will  have  the 
opposite  effect  of  that  desired  by  the 
Senator  from  Delaware.  It  will  result  in 
huge  amounts  of  crops  being  dumped  on 
the  market  at  one  time.  Prices  will  tum¬ 
ble;  the  difference  between  the  value 
of  the  loans  CCC  would  still  be  able  to 
make,  and  the  market  price,  would  be 


increased.  The  Government,  of  course, 
would  be  saddled  with  further  losses. 

If  the  present  program  were  a  true 
subsidy  program,  as  opposed  to  a  mar¬ 
ket-stabilization  device,  there  might  be  a 
place  for  the  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  Delaware.  However,  such  is  not 
the  case.  Furthermore,  I  fear  that  the 
amendment  may  well  have  the  further 
effect  of  converting  the  present  program, 
a  program  based  upon  market  stabili¬ 
zation,  into  a  form  of  direct  subsidy 
program,  something  which  I  do  not  be¬ 
lieve  would  benefit  farmers,  consumers, 
taxpayers,  or  the  Government. 

Let  me  also  state  that  losses  on  the 
farm  price  support  program  are  not 
nearly  as  high  as  some  newspapers  and 
slick-paper  magazines  would  have  the 
public  believe.  For  instance,  the  news¬ 
papers  have  been  saying  that  the  Gov¬ 
ernment’s  losses  on  the  support  program 
will  be  approximately  $4,500  million  this 
year.  Mr.  President,  that  is  more  like 
the  amount  required  to  run  the  entire 
Department  of  Agriculture,  than  it  re¬ 
sembles  price  support  losses.  Last  year 
the  losses — although  the  newspapers  said 
they  would  be  in  excess  of  $3  billion — 
aggregated  $1,100  million.  Since  1933 
the  losses  sustained  by  the  Government 
on  the  price-support  program  have 
amounted  to  $5,500  million.  I  am  sure 
that  Senators  will  agree  that  this  was 
not  a  wasteful  amount  to  pay  to  assure 
the  people  of  the  country  all  the  food 
and  fiber  they  could  use. 

Mr.  President,  let  us  handle  our  agri¬ 
cultural  program  in  a  sound,  efficient 
manner.  The  amendment  offered  by  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  is  a  far-reaching 
one.  It  applies  to  the  entire  loan  pro¬ 
gram,  and  here  today  we  are  discussing 
wheat.  Today  is  no  time  to  try  to  write 
long-range  farm  legislation  on  the  floor. 
Our  most  pressing  problem  is  wheat. 
We  must  do  something  now  to  help  solve 
that  problem.  Wheat  is  in  a  bad  way; 
there  is  a  great  excess  of  it.  There  is 
no  doubt  about  that.  But  in  attempting 
to  find  some  solution  to  our  wheat  prob¬ 
lem  let  us  not  destroy  the  effect  of  the 
present  law;  let  us  not  make  it  neces¬ 
sary  for  the  larger  producers  of  wheat, 
corn,  and  other  agricultural  commodi¬ 
ties  to  dump  their  crops  on  the  market, 
thus  driving  down  market  prices,  in¬ 
creasing  price-support  losses,  turning 
the  loan  program  into  a  direct  subsidy 
program,  and  further  increasing  costs. 

Mr.  President,  if  an  amendment  of 
this  character  were  to  be  adopted,  in 
my  humble  judgment,  the  Congress 
might  have  to  change  the  present  law 
so  as  to  give  the  Government  the  au¬ 
thority  to  dispose  of  all  surpluses  on 
hand  without  regard  to  price. 

As  Senators  know,  at  the  present  time, 
under  the  law,  no  commodity  owned  by 
the  Government  can  be  sold  for  less  than 
105  percent  of  the  support  price,  plus 
carrying  charges,  interest,  and  other 
charges.  Everyone  should  know  that  if 
the  market  were  to  go  down  the  Govern¬ 
ment  could  not  advantageously  handle  in 
such  a  situation  the  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  it  now  owns.  In  such  a  situa¬ 
tion,  instead  of  average  losses  of  30  per¬ 
cent  of  investment,  the  losses  might  in¬ 
crease  to  40  percent  or  50  percent — or 


even  higher  since  there  would  be  no  floor 
under  the  market. 

Mr.  President,  I  hope  very  much  the 
amendment  will  be  rejected. 

Mr.  President,  how  much  time  remains 
under  my  control? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
McGee  in  the  chair) .  The  Senator 
from  Louisiana  has  4  minutes  remaining 
under  his  control. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
3  minutes  to  the  Senator  from  Florida 
[Mr.  Holland]. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Florida  is  recognized  for  3 
minutes. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  no  one 
is  more  able  or  more  dedicated  in  this 
field  than  our  distinguished  friend,  the 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  and  Forestry,  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  [Mr.  EllenderI.  Heretofore, 
I  have  strongly  supported  the  position 
he  has  taken  in  this  field — namely,  to 
avoid  limitations  on  payments — because 
in  those  instances  we  were  dealing  with 
a  single  price  support. 

But  in  the  pending  bill  we  are  dealing 
with  two  price  support  levels — namely, 
65  percent,  in  the  case  of  those  who  plant 
the  allotted  acreage;  and  80  percent,  in 
the  case  of  those  who  cut  the  allotted 
acreage  20  percent.  That  one  fact 
changes  the  situation  materially,  I  be¬ 
lieve,  from  that  which  has  prevailed  in 
all  previous  debates  on  this  subject,  be¬ 
cause  certainly  a  very  large  corporate 
producer  or  a  very  large  individual  pro¬ 
ducer  could — in  planting  thousands  of 
acres  in  wheat — easily  cut  the  allotted 
acreage  20  percent,  and  then  could  claim 
the  80  percent  price  support,  unless  there 
were  some  reasonable  limitation  upon 
the  amount  of  price  support  which 
such  producers  could  claim  from  the 
Government. 

Mr.  President,  I  do  not  favor  such  an 
arrangement,  because  if  it  were  put  into 
effect,  first,  it  would  result  in  the  mak¬ 
ing  of  extremely  large  payments  to  some 
of  the  large  producers;  and,  second,  it 
would  force  up  the  amount  of  wheat 
which  the  Government  would  have  to 
take  in  the  price-support  operations. 

Mr.  President,  without  laboring  the 
question — because  I  realize  there  is  room 
for  a  difference  of  opinion — let  me  say 
that  it  seems  to  me  that  two  price  sup¬ 
ports  as  different  as  the  65  percent  and 
the  80  percent  allowed  under  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  pending  bill  should  not  be 
permitted.  I  believe  the  Congress  should 
not  offer  to  growers  who  are  planting 
thousands  of  acres  an  inducement  to  re¬ 
duce  their  allotted  acreage  20  percent, 
and  thereby  be  able  to  claim  the  80  per¬ 
cent  price  support.  I  think  such  an  ar¬ 
rangement  would  very  greatly  increase 
the  amounts  the  Government  would  be 
called  upon  to  pay. 

For  that  reason,  Mr.  President,  I  sup¬ 
port  the  amendment  submitted  by  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  [Mr.  Williams], 
who,  as  I  understand,  has  now  modified 
his  amendment  so  that  it  applies  not 
to  this  year’s  plantings — because  the  con¬ 
tracts  for  this  year  have  already  been 
made — but  to  next  year’s  plantings. 
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Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  myself  one-half  minute,  to  answer 
my  good  friend  from  Florida. 

Let  me  inquire  whether  the  Senator 
from  Florida  is  aware  that  the  pending 
amendment  applies  not  only  to  wheat, 
but  also  to  feotton,  corn,  other  grains — to 
all  of  the  price-supported  agricultural 
commodities. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  No;  I  did  not  know' 
that.  I  understood  that  the  amendment 
applies  only  to  the  commodity  dealt  with 
by  the  pending  bill. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  No;  the  amendment 
applies  to  all  agricultural  commodities 
which  receive  price  support. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  the 
point  I  have  just  now  made  would  have 
to  apply  to  cotton,  because  there  are  two 
price  support  levels  for  cotton,  also, 
under  the  present  arrangement;  and  the 
point  I  have  made  would  have  to  apply 
to  any  of  the  other  basic  agricultural 
commodities  for  which  there  is  such  an 
artificial  arrangement  of  two  price  sup¬ 
port  levels. 

I  hope  that  the  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware  will  modify  his  amendment  so  that 
it  will  apply  only  to  basic  commodities 
which  have  a  dual  price  support. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana  yield  me  4 
minutes? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield  4  minutes  to 
the  Senator  from  Indiana. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Indiana  is  recognized  for 
4  minutes. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  President,  no 
one  can  quarrel  with  the  principle  in¬ 
volved  in  the  Williams  amendment. 
However,  I  think  it  should  be  pointed  out 
that  the  purpose  of  the  price  support 
program  is  to  reduce  farm  production  or 
induce  farmers  to  reduce  the  number  of 
acres  they  plant  or  sow. 

If  we  do  what  is  recommended  by  the 
able  Senator  from  Delaware,  then  we 
shall  simply  eliminate  the  larger  fanners 
who  are  participating  in  the  program, 
which  I  am  sure  they  will  be  delighted  to 
have  Congress  do.  Then  they  will  be  in 
a  position,  without  violating  any  law,  to 
till  every  acre  they  care  to  till,  and  throw 
their  products  upon  the  market  and  sell 
them. 

Senators  seem  to  forget  that  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  the  program  is  to  reduce  produc¬ 
tion  so  that  farm  prices  on  the  open  mar¬ 
ket  will  be  satisfactory  to  farmers.  The 
program  was  not  intended  to  help  par¬ 
ticularly  the  little  farmer,  or  the  big 
farmer,  or  the  farmer  in  between.  The 
purpose  of  it  was  to  say  to  a  farmer,  “If 
you  will  reduce  the  number  of  acres  you 
till,  we  will  guarantee  you  X  amount  for 
your  product  per  unit  when  you  are 
ready  to  market  it.” 

The  hope  was  that,  as  a  result  of  the 
reduction  in  production,  the  market  price 
would  be  above  the  support  price,  so  that 
all  farm  products  would  move  into  the 
free  market.  The  other  purpose,  of 
course,  was  to  have  orderly  disposal  of 
farm  products. 

The  Williams  amendment  makes  the 
best  argument  in  the  world  for  the  sub¬ 
stitute  I  intend  to  offer  a  little  later,  to 
completely  eliminate  price  supports  on 


January  1,  and  freeze  the  surpluses  and 
dispose  of  them  in  an  orderly  way. 

If  the  Williams  amendment  were  mod¬ 
ified  so  that  no  farmer  could  participate 
beyond  the  extent  of  $1,000  or  $5,000,  for 
example,  the  same  purposes  would  be 
accomplished  as  would  be  accomplished 
by  the  substitute  I  shall  propose  a  little 
later  today.  All  farmers  would  be  elim¬ 
inated  from  participating  in  the  program. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  will  the  Senator  yield  for  a  ques¬ 
tion? 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Yes. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Would 
the  Senator  say  that  a  fair  interpreta¬ 
tion  of  the  Williams  amendment  is  that 
it  would  establish  a  two-price  system, 
one  price  to  be  that  which  those  who  can 
qualify  for  the  loan,  up  to  $35,000,  in 
price  supports,  would  have,  and  the  other 
price  to  be  that  which  the  large  operator 
would  get  if  he  sold  on  the  world  market? 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  There  might  well 
be  a  two-price  system.  The  support 
price  might  be  lower  than  the  market 
price,  or  vice  versa.  It  might  well  be  a 
two -price  system. 

The  weakness  of  the  Williams  amend¬ 
ment  is  that  the  Senator  limits  the  price 
support  to  $35,000  for  any  one  farmer. 
For  example,  in  Indiana,  a  farmer  who 
grows  com.  wheat,  and  soybeans - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  Indiana  has 
expired. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  1  minute  on  the  bill  to  the  Senator 
from  Indiana. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Indiana  is  recognized  for 
1  additional  minute. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  For  instance,  an 
Indiana  farmer  may  grow  wheat,  corn, 
and  soybeans.  Under  the  Williams  pro¬ 
posal  he  could  participate  in  the  pro¬ 
gram  only  to  the  extent  of  $35,000  on  all 
three  crops.  In  reality  he  would  not  be 
able  to  participate  in  the  program  at  all, 
because  in  order  to  participate  to  the 
limit  of  $35,000,  he  would  have  to  reduce 
his  acreage  drastically.  Therefore,  he 
would  not  participate. 

I  am  merely  guessing,  Mr.  President, 
but,  as  a  result  of  adoption  of  the  Wil¬ 
liams  amendment,  I  would  estimate  that 
possibly  75  percent  of  the  fanners  in  the 
United  States  would  be  eliminated  from 
participating  in  the  program  at  all.  That 
number  of  farmers  would  be  out  of  the 
program,  and  they  would  be  able  to  till 
all  the  acre's  they  wanted  to  and  grow 
all  the  products  they  wanted  to  and  sell 
them  on  the  open  market. 

It  would  help  the  proposal  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Delaware  a  great  deal  if  it 
were  provided  that  a  farmer  could  bor¬ 
row  as  much  as  he  wanted  to  if  he  par¬ 
ticipated  in  acreage  allocation,  and  then, 
if  he  delivered  his  products  to  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  he  could  participate  in  the  pro¬ 
gram  to  the  extent  of  not  more  than 
$35,000.  That  would  allow  him  to  par¬ 
ticipate  in  the  loan  program.  Then  he 
could  keep  his  crops  on  the  farm,  or 
dispose  of  them  in  an  orderly  way. 

The  situation  is  the  best  proof  that 
the  farm  program  has  completely  broken 
down,  and  ought  to  be  discontinued. 
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Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
1  or  2  minutes  to  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  [Mr.  Mundt]. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  is  recog¬ 
nized. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  Williams  amendment.  I 
offered  an  amendment  in  the  committee 
room  to  provide  for  a  limitation  of 
$35,000  on  wheat;  but  on  the  day  the  bill 
was  voted  on  by  the  committee,  there  was 
barely  a  quorum  of  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  and  Forestry  present.  My 
amendment  was  defeated  by  only  one  or 
two  votes.  While  I  voted  against  S.  1968 
in  committee  because  I  do  not  think  its 
overall  approach  as  to  wheat  is  satis¬ 
factory,  I  offered  the  amendment  on  the 
$35,000  top  limitation.  It  fell  short 
of  approval  by  a  narrow  margin  but  I 
am  fairly  convinced  in  my  own  mind  that 
if  all  the  members  of  the  compiittee  were 
present,  the  amendment  would  have  been 
adopted. 

It  seems  to  me  unless  Congress  pro¬ 
vides  a  top  limitation  on  the  amount  of 
support  prices  farmers  can  get,  the  whole 
program  will  be  pushed  underground. 
Multi-million-dollar  payments  to  just  a 
few  great  corporation-type  farmers  are 
destroying  the  support  program  for  those 
who  actually  need  it. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota 
has  expired. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
the  Senator  1  additional  minute.  • 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  is  recognized 
for  1  additional  minute. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Here  is  an  opportunity 
at  least  to  start  in  the  direction  of  put¬ 
ting  some  limitation  on  the  amount  any 
one  farmer  can  receive  and  of  eliminat¬ 
ing  from  the  program  farmers  who  are 
getting  hundreds  of  thousands  of  dollars 
in  price  supports  by  raising  crops  which 
the  country  presently  does  not  need. 

Providing  a  top  limitation  will  be  an 
attempt  to  break  down  the  very  large 
farms  into  smaller  and  family -sized 
farms,  and  thus  furnish  opportunities 
for  veterans  and  other  young  farm 
families  to  go  into  farming.  Under  the 
present  law  a  man  can  lay  out  a  whole 
county  and  participate  in  the  price  sup¬ 
port  program.  I  think  it  is  time  Congress 
recognized  the  situation.  The  President 
has  recommended  that  something  be 
done  about  it. 

I  shall  vote  for  the  Williams  amend¬ 
ment  as  a  step  in  the  right,  direction. 

Mi*.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  sug¬ 
gest  the  absence  of  a  quorum,  and  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  time  taken 
for  the  quorum  call  be  not  charged  to 
either  side. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  Illinois?  The  Chair  hears  none, 
and  it  is  so  ordered.  The  clerk  will  call 
the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  I  be  per¬ 
mitted  not  to  vote  on  the  amendment, 
for  the  simple  reason  that  I  farm  on 
quite  a  large  scale. 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  is  under  allotment.  Debate  is  not 
in  order. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  ,Mr.  President,  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 

Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Do  I  not  have  a 
right  to  st^te  the  reasons  why  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  not  to  vote? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ab¬ 
sence  of  a  quorum  has  been  suggested. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  I  am  sorry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  [Mr.  Williams],  for  himself 
and  the  Senator  from  Connecticut  [Mr. 
Bush], 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  that  the  chairman  of  the  committee 
yield  me  2  minutes  from  the  time  on  the 
bill,  so  that  I  may  make  an  inquiry. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mrs.  President,  as 
I  understand  the  amendment  offered  by 
the  Senator  from  Delaware,  it  is  an 
amendment  which'  applies  across  the 
board,  with  a  $35,000  maximum  limita¬ 
tion  on  loans  for  all  commodities.  Is 
that  a  correct  understanding? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 

Chair  understands  that  is  correct. 

Mr.  COTTON.  Mr.  President,  may  we 
have  order,  so  that  we  can  hear  the 
Senator? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 

Senate  will  be  in  order. 

The  Senator  from  Minnesota  may  pro- 

C66(i. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  it 
was  the  intention  of  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  to  offer  an  amendment  which 
included  a  $35,000  limitation  on  wheat, 
since  the  measure  before  the  Senate  is 
a  wheat  bill.  The  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  also  included 
provisions  relating  to  the  price-support 
levels,  as  compared  to  the  bill  reported 
by  the  committee. 

I  regret  that  the  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware  has  seen  fit  to  offer  an  amendment 
so  broad  as  the  amendment  he  has 
offered,  since  it  goes  beyond  the  scope 
of  the  particular  proposed  legislation 
before  us. 

I  believe  strongly  in  the  $35,000  limi¬ 
tation.  I  believe  that  the  limitation 
ought  to  be  applied. 

I  ask  the  Senator  if  he  would  permit 
an  amendment  to  be  offered,  which  would 
take  unanimous  consent,  of  a  broader 
nature,  including  price-support  levels 
along  with  the  $35,000  limitation?  If  the 
Senator  does  not  want  to  do  that,  then 
I  shall  offer  an  amendment  in  the  nature 
of  a  substitute,  to  deal  only  with  wheat. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
frqm  Minnesota? 


Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
.President,  I  do  not  think  the  offering  of 
a  substitute  by  the  Senator  from  Minne¬ 
sota  would  be  appropriate  at  this  par¬ 
ticular  point,  because  my  amendment 
deals  solely  with  a  limitation  on  crops 
and  adds  an  entirely  new  section.  I 
notice  that  the  substitute  proposed  by  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  would  strike 
out  language  on  page  1,  line  5,  and  fol¬ 
lowing,  and  would  insert  a  new  section, 
which  is  broader  than  the  language  of  my 
amendment,  and  includes  an  increase 
from  75  percent  to  85  percent  of  parity. 

I  think  we  should  follow  an  orderly 
procedure.  The  debate  has  been  held. 
It  would  be  much  more  in  order  to  vote 
on  my  amendment,  after  which  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Minne¬ 
sota  in  the  nature  of  a  substitute  for  the 
language  in  the  bill  would  still  be  in 
order.  I  think  that  would  be  a  much 
more  orderly  procedure.  I  wonder  if  we 
cannot  simply  vote  on  the  pending 
proposals. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  my 
amendment  was  lying  on  the  table  last 
evening.  The  amendment  of  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Minnesota  is  geared  to  the 
$35,000  limitation  as  a  fundamental  part, 
but  relates  to  wheat.  It  does  not  relate 
to  all  commodities.  Therefore,  since  I 
feel  as  I  do,  I  shall  offer  the  language  of 
my  amendment  as  a  substitute  for  the 
pending  amendment,  and  I  ask  that  it 
be  stated. 

Mr.  BUSH.  Mr.  President,  a  parlia¬ 
mentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  BUSH.  I  believe  this  requires 
unanimous  consent.  As  a  cosponsor  of 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  Senator 
from  Delaware,  I  object. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  May  I  respectfully 
state  that  the  offering  of  a  substitute 
does  not  require  unanimous  consent, 
since  the  substitute  relates  to  a  pro¬ 
vision  before  the  Senate  anct  the  substi¬ 
tute  is  germane  and  relevant. 

Mr.  BUSH.  I  will  ask  the  Presiding 
Officer  to  rule. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Parliamentarian  advises  that  the  sub¬ 
stitute  amendment  for  the  pending- 
amendment  is  in  order. 

Mr.  BUSH.  Mr.  Bresident,  is  my  ob-' 
jection  invalid? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ob¬ 
jection  is  invalid. 

The  substitute  amendment  will  be' 
stated  for  the  information  of  the  Senate. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  In  lieu  of  the 
language  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  [Mr.  Williams] 
it  is  proposed  to  insert  the  following: 

The  total  amount  of  price  support  made 
available  under  this  act  to  any  person  for 
each  of  the  crops  of  wheat  harvested  in  1960 
and  1961,  respectively,  through  loans  or  pur¬ 
chases  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation, 
or  other  agency  of  the  United  States  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture,  shall  not  exceed 
$35,000.  In  the  case  of  any  loan  to,  or  pur¬ 
chase  from,  a  cooperative  marketing  organi¬ 
zation  such  limitation  shall  not  apply  to 
the  amount  of  price  support  extended  to 
the  cooperative  marketing  organization,  but 
the  amount  of  price  support  made  available 
to  any  person  through  such  cooperative  mar¬ 
keting  organization  shall  be  included  in  de¬ 
termining  the  amount  of  price  support  ex¬ 
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tended  to  such  person  for  the  purpose  of 
applying  such  limitation.  The  term  “per¬ 
son”  shall  mean  any  individual,  partnership, 
firm,  joint  stock  company,  corporation,  as¬ 
sociation,  trust,  estate,  or  other  legal  entity 
or  a  state,  political  subdivision  of  a  state 
or  any  agency  thereof  except  that  in  the 
case  of  a  partnership  made  up  of  two  or  more 
separate  families  or  households  each  such 
family  or  household  may  be  considered  at 
its  option  as  a  “person”  for  purposes  of 
this  subsection.  The  Secretary  shall  issue 
regulations  prescribing  such  rules  as  he 
determines  necessary  to  assure  a  fair  and 
effective  application  of  such  limitation,  and 
to  prevent  the  evasion  of  such  limitation. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
do  not  believe  we  need  to  have  mucA  dis¬ 
cussion  of  this  amendment.  I  regret  the 
procedure,  to  be  frank,  but  unless  we 
apply  this  procedure  there  is  no  way  one 
can  hold  the  bill  accountable  to  the 
commodity  which  is  before  us,  namely, 
wheat.  I  feel  that  since  we  are  con¬ 
sidering  a  commodity-type  bill  we  should 
apply  the  rules  relating  to  the  particular 
commodity.  • 

I  do  not  like  this  kind  of  individual 
commodity  legislation,  as  the  chairman 
of  the  committee  knows.  I  pay  tribute 
to  the  chairman  for  his  infinite  patience, 
wisdom,  and  good  judgment  in  these 
matters. 

We  had  no  other  choice,  if  we  were 
going  to  meet  the  deadline  of  the  mar¬ 
keting  quota  elections.  The  pending- 
bill  relates  to  one  particular  commodity. 
Since  the  bill  does  relate  to  one  particu¬ 
lar  commodity,  and  since  my  amend¬ 
ment  is  designed  to  affect  one  particular 
commodity,  I  feel  this  is  the  time  to 
bring  it  before  the  Senate  for  considera¬ 
tion. 

My  overall  proposal,  to  which  I  shall 
refer  as  soon  as  the  votes  are  completed, 
would  provide  for  a  higher  level  of  sup¬ 
ports  in  order  to  assure  some  reduction 
in  production.  The  best  curb  on  pro¬ 
duction  of  wheat  is  to  make  it  crystal 
clear  that  an  individual  producer  will 
get  $35,000 — period — as  a  maximum 
amount  of  loan. 

J^et  me  add  for  the  benefit  of  the  senior 
Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Clark], 
who  asked  me  a  question  earlier,  that  the 
$35,000  limitation  means  the  whole 
amount  the  Government  may  loan  any 
individual  producer  upon  a  crop  which 
is  eligible  under  the  Agricultural  Ad¬ 
justment  Act  of  the  price  support  pro¬ 
gram  for  commodity  credit  loan  pur¬ 
poses.  In  other  words,  we  would  limit 
the  amount  of  funds  the  Government  of 
the  United  States  would  be  obligated  to 
make  available  for  loan  purposes. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  two  questions? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CLARK.  First,  does  the  Senator’s 
proposal  with  respect  to  the  $35,000  lim¬ 
itation  apply  only  to  wheat? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Second,  can  the  Senator 
give  us  any  facts  and  figures  by  which  we 
can  determine  whether  the  Senator’s  sub¬ 
stitute  would  cost  the  Federal  Treasury 
less  money  than  the  committee  proposal? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  In  this  particular 
instance  the  obligation  of  the  Treasury 
under  the  price  support  provisions  would 
be  a  maximum  of  $35,000,  in  terms  of  an 
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Individual  producer,  as  defined  in  the 
amendment.  Therefore  it  is  bound  to 
limit  or  reduce  the  total  obligation  of 
the  Government  in  terms  of  loans. 

Mr.  CLARK.  As  I  understand,  the 
Senator’s  present  proposal  would  not  in¬ 
crease  the  price  support  to  85  percent  of 
parity. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect.  I  do  not  prefer  to  proceed  in  that 
manner,  but  there  was  no  way  procedur- 
ally  to  deal  with  the  other  question  until 
after  the  Senate  voted  on  the  $35,000 
limitation  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
Delaware.  That  limitation  did  not  apply 
solely  to  wheat.  Therefore  it  did  not 
seem  to  me  that  it  was  proper  in  this 
bill. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Does  the  Senator  object 
to  the  amendment  offered  by  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Delaware  on  a  procedural 

basis  9 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  objection  is 
basically  procedural,  but  his  amendment 
is  broader  in  its  overall  concept. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  As  I  understand, 
the  Senator’s  amendment  would  limit 
price  support  in  any  one  year  only  to 
wheat. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  My  amendment 
applies  to  wheat  loans  under  the  price 
support  provisions,  a  maximum  of 
$35,000. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  Since  reading  the 
amendment  I  asked  my  staff  to  have  pre¬ 
pared  for  me  an  amendment  which 
would  apply  a  similar  limitation  of 
$35,000  to  any  crop  supported  by  the 
Government,  including  cotton,  corn, 
tobacco,  rice,  peanuts,  and  any  other 
commodities  within  the  scope  of  the 
Senator’s  proposal.  Wheat  alone  should 
not  be  singled  out.  Would  the  Senator 
join  me  in  supporting  such  an  amend¬ 
ment? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  am  for  that  ob¬ 
jective.  I  think  it  is  a  very  good  pro¬ 
posal.  But  the  measure  before  us  is  a 
wheat  bill.  My  point  is  that  we  are  try¬ 
ing  to  legislate  commodity  by  com¬ 
modity,  which  is  almost  unfortunate. 
Therefore,  I  think  we  should  keep  it  on 
that  basis. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  I  did  not  intend 
to  offer  the  amendment  today. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Indeed,  I  will  sup¬ 
port  it. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  I  did  not  make 
myself  explicit  enough,  and  I  apologize. 

When  I  have  my  amendment  pre¬ 
pared,  to  apply  a  $35,000  limitation  to  the 
other  crops,  will  the  Senator  join  me, 
with  his  great  influence  and  support? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Certainly.  As  a 
matter  of  fact,  the  Senator  from  Min¬ 
nesota  proposed  the  same  thing  in  com¬ 
mittee,  in  terms  of  overall  price  support 
limitations .  in  bills  previously  reported 
by  the  committee,  but  at  that  time  the 
administration  opposed  it. 

I  commend  the  Senator  for  his  obser¬ 
vation. 

Mr.  MORTON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MORTON.  I  have  the  prepared 
mimeographed  statement  of  the  Senator. 


I  am  sorry  I  could  not  hear  the  colloquy 
very  well.  As  I  understand,  in  the , 
amendment  now  offered  as  a  substitute, 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota  has  elimi¬ 
nated  points  6  and  7,  and  he  intends  to 
deal  with  them  later? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  Senator  is  ab¬ 
solutely  correct. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  Senator  from  Delaware. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  in  explaining  his  amendment 
in  the  nature  of  a  substitute,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Minnesota  has  accurately 
pointed  out  the  difference  between  his 
amendment  and  my  amendment.  His 
amendment  would  restrict  price  support 
assistance  to  any  one  individual  to 
$35,000  on  wheat  alone.  My  amendment 
would  include  a  limitation  on  all  com¬ 
modities. 

My  point  is  that  if  we  are  to  establish 
a  limit  of  $35,000  assistance  to  any  one 
individual,  the  limit  should  apply  on  all 
commodities.  Why  single  out  wheat? 

The  Senator  from  Minnesota  says  he 
favors  a  limitation  on  all  commodities, 
“but” — and  we  have  been  sitting  around 
here  for  10  years  and  drifting  into  trou¬ 
ble  on  the  agricultural  program.  If  Sen¬ 
ators  favor  a  limitation  on  all  commod¬ 
ities,  let  them  not  be  satisfied  to  just 
speak  in  favor  of  it,  but  vote  for  it.  If 
they  favor  the  $35,000  limitation  with 
respect  to  all  commodities,  let  them  vote 
for  it,  and  defeat  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota. 

As  I  indicated  earlier,  the  U.S.  Treas¬ 
ury  advanced  $9%  million,  in  price- 
support  loans  on  cotton  and  rice  grown 
during  the  past  10  years  by  one  corpora¬ 
tion  which  is  entirely  British  owned. 
Not  a  dime  of  it  is  owned  by  an  Amer¬ 
ican  citizen.  I  refer  to  the  Delta  Cor¬ 
poration,  in  Mississippi.  In  addition,  it 
received  several  hundred  thousand  dol¬ 
lars  in  payments  from  the  Federal 
Treasury  for  not  growing  rice  and  cotton 
on  some  other  lands.  This  corporation 
received  a  little  more  than  a  million  and 
a  half  dollars  in  support  payments  in 
1  calendar  year. 

This  situation  is  utterly  ridiculous.  It 
is  time  to  stop  it.  Members  of  Congress 
say  in  their  speeches  that  they  are  for 
the  proposed  limitation  on  all  commodi¬ 
ties.  .Then  let  us  vote  for  such  a  limita¬ 
tion  and  defeat  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  The  amendment 
of  the  Senator  from  Delaware  would  ap¬ 
ply  the  limitation  of  $35,000  to  any  sup¬ 
ported  crop,  be  it  cotton,  tobacco,  pea¬ 
nuts,  wheat,  corn,  or  any  supported 
crop?  Is  that  accurate? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  That  is 
correct.  If  we  are  to  establish  a  limita¬ 
tion,  why  should  we  not  apply  it  to  all 
crops,  or  any  combination  of  such 
crops?  If  a  man  were  growing  $25,000 
worth  of  wheat  and  $10,000  worth  of 
corn,  that  would  give  him  $35,000. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  That  would  be 
his  maximum? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  That 
would  be  his  maximum.  Under  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 


Minnesota  [Mr.  Humphrey]  he  could  get 
$35,000  on  wheat  and  an  additional  $35,- 
000  on  various  other  crops.  If  we  are 
to  establish  such  a  limitation,  let  us 
do  it,  and  stop  talking  about  it.  We  have 
done  too  much  piecemeal  legislating  on 
the  farm  program.  If  we  are  for  this 
limitation,  there  is  no  better  time  to  ex¬ 
press  ourselves  than  when  we  are  voting. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  Delaware  has 
expired. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
5  additional  minutes  to  the  Senator  from 

Dp] 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield 
to  the  Senator  from  Colorado. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  The  junior  Senator 
from  Colorado  finds  himself  in  a  very 
curious  position.  I  represent  thousands 
of  wheat  farmers.  I  am  asked  to  sup¬ 
port  the  Humphrey  amendment,  which, 

I  understand,  applies  only  to  the  wheat 
farmer,  on  the  very  engaging  prospect 
that  at  some  time  ir>  the  future  there 
may  be  a  bill  before  us  limiting  support 
payments  to  $35,000  on  all  commodities. 
It  seems  to  me  that  such  a  measure 
should  originate  with  the  committee,  and 
such  a 'limitation  should  apply  across 
the  board. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  My 
amendment  does  apply  across  the  board. 

I  have  an  amendment  pending  upon 
which  the  yeas  and  nays  have  been  or¬ 
dered.  The  Senator  from  Minnesota 
[Mr,  Humphrey]  has  offered  a  substi¬ 
tute,  which  is  in  order;  but  if  the  sub¬ 
stitute  is  defeated,  the  next  vote  will  be 
on  my  amendment  which  applies  across 
the  board,  to  all  commodities. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  The  Senator  from 
Delaware  did  not  permit  me  to  finish. 

I  was  trying  to  develop  some  thinking 
for  myself  and  those  of  us  who  £ome 
from  wheat-producing  States.  I  do  not 
know  why  we  in  the  wheat  States  should 
be  singled  out  for  special  treatment. 

If  J;he  limitation  is  to  apply  across  the 
board,  the  proposal  should  originate  with 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  For¬ 
estry.  If  we  are  to  deal  with  this  prob¬ 
lem,  let  us  deal  with  it  properly,  instead 
of  imposing  a  limitation  only  on  wheat, 
and  asking  Senators,  without  opportu¬ 
nity  for  proper  study  and  debate,  to  vote 
against  the  interest  of  their  own  States 
by  placing  a  restriction  upon  them. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  will 
say  to  the  Senator - 

Mr.  CARROLL.  Let  me  continue  for 
a  moment.  I  agree  with  the  Senator’s 
premise  that  if  we  are  to'  establish  such 
a  limitation  it  should  apply  across  the 
board.  The  only  question  in  my  mind  ' 
is,  should  we  do  it  now?  Why  not  post¬ 
pone  action  at  this  time  and  defeat  both 
proposals.  Let  us  do  as  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr.  Neuberger] 
has  suggested.  Let  us  deal  with  the  sub¬ 
ject  through  a  bill  which  applies  across 
the  board,  rather  than  dealing  with  it 
piecemeal. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  Delaware  has 
again  expired. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
1  additional  minute  to  the  Senator  from 
Delaware. 
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Mx*.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  These 
proposals  were  both  offered  in  the  com¬ 
mittee.  They  were  both  rejected  by  the 
committee,  and  neither  proposal  is  be¬ 
fore  us  as  a  committee  amendment.  One 
proposal  is  the  Williams  amendment,  and 
the  other  is  the  Humphrey  amendment. 
They  were  offered  in  the  committee.  On 
two  previous  occasion  the  Senate  has  ap¬ 
proved  the  very  amendment  I  have  pend¬ 
ing  today.  It  has  been  voted  upon  and 
approved  by  the  Senate  on  two  previous 
occasions.  Therefore  we  are  not  voting 
on  new  legislation.  The  only  difference 
in  the  amendments  is  that  my  amend¬ 
ment  covers  all  commodities  while  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Minne¬ 
sota  covers  only  wheat. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  Do  I  understand  cor¬ 
rectly  that  the  Senate  has  approved  this 
same  limitation  on  two  other  occasions? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Yes; 
and  it  was  rejected  by  the  House. 

Mr.  CAFfROLL.  Then,  it  seems  to  me, 
if  the  Senate  has  taken  action  on  it,  we 
should  bring  it  before  the  Senate  again. 
Coming  from  a  wheat  producing  State, 
I  do  not  want  to  stand  here  all  alone  and 
see  one  farm  area  of  the  country  dis¬ 
criminated  against,  when  we  ought  to 
treat  the  subject  as  it  has  been  treated 
on  two  previous  occasions. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  What  I 
say  is  that  if  you  want  the  job  done  it 
must  be  done  by  defeating  the  Humphrey 
amendment  and  voting  for  my  amend¬ 
ment,  That  would  do  what  the  Senator 
says  he  wants  to  have  done.  My  amend¬ 
ment  imposes  a  limitation  on  all  crops. 
I  say  again  that  if  we  are  to  do  anything 
along  this  line  we  must  vote  for  it,  not 
merely  talk  about  it. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  from  Delaware  has  ex¬ 
pired. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  yield  1  minute  to 
the  Senator  from  South  Dakota. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Coming 
from  a  wheat  State,  I  believe  it  is  time 
to  do  something.  If  we  are  to  have  a 
limitation,  let  us  set  it  before  the  farmers 
start  planning  the  winter  wheat  crop. 
We  must  act  now. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  how 
much  time  do  I  have  remaining? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Eight 
minutes.  ^ 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  yield  1  minute  to 
the  Senator  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  will  use  the  1  min¬ 
ute  to  ask  a  question  of  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota.  In  the  statement  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  has  made,  that 
he  will  subscribe  to  the  imposition  of 
the  $35,000  limitation,  is  that  in  accord 
with  the  proposal  made  by  the  Senator 
from  Delaware? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  No;  not  at  all. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  The  Senator  from 
Minnesota  suggests  $35,000  for  each 
crop? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  A  maximum  of 
$35,000  for  each.  The  Senator  from 
Delaware  suggests  a  “Combination. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  A  combination  of  all. 


Mi-.  HUMPHREY.  That  is  right.  Un¬ 
der  the  Williams  amendment  if  a  farmer 
grows  soybeans,  wheat,  corn,  or  any  other 
crop,  the  maximum  he  could  get  for  all 
crops  would  be  $35,000.  Such  a  program 
would  be  more  difficult  to  operate  than 
a  limit  on  each  commodity,  as  I  propose. 

Mi’.  LAUSCHE.  That  is  the  principle 
advocated  by  the  Senator  from  Minne¬ 
sota.  Is  that  substantially  different 
from  the  proposal  made  by  the  Senator 
from  Delaware? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Yes. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  yield  1  minute  to 
the  Senator  from  Oregon. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  I  should  like  to 
ask  several  questions  of  the  Senator 
from  Delaware,  because  on  this  vital 
issue  I  believe  the  Record  should  be  un¬ 
mistakably  clear.  Do  I  understand  cor¬ 
rectly  that  his  proposal  for  a  $35,000 
limitation  on  all  price  supports  in  one 
operation  was  voted  on  in  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture  and  Forestry,  and  was 

j  0ctcd  ? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  It  has 
been  offered  several  times  in  committee. 
Both  proposals  were  offered  in  commit¬ 
tee.  My  proposal  was  also  offered  on 
the  floor  of  the  Senate  on  two  occasions, 
and  was  adopted  by  the  Senate.  I  be¬ 
lieve  the  proposal  was  for  a  $50,000  limi¬ 
tation,  but  the  principle  was  the  same. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  The  difference 
between  the  proposal  of  the  Senator 
from  Delaware  and  the  proposal  of  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  is  that  under 
the  proposal  of  the  Senator  from  Minne¬ 
sota  the  $35,000  limitation  would  apply 
only  to  wheat.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  That  is 
correct. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  The  limitation  of 
the  Senator  from  Delaware  would  apply 
to  all  price  supports  paid  to  any  one 
operation? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  That  is 
correct.  I  realize  that,  while  we  are 
dealing  with  the  wheat  program,  we  are 
also  dealing  with  the  farmers  of  America. 
If  we  are  going  to  impose  a  limitation, 
we  should  impose  it  across  the  board  on 
all  crops. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  I  certainly  intend 
to  vote  for  the  Senator’s  proposal. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  how 
much  time,  do  I  have  remaining? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Minnesota  has  9  minutes 
remaining. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  should  like  to  call 
to  the  attention  of  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  what  I  consider  to  be  one  of  the 
fundamental  weaknesses  of  his  propo¬ 
sal.  The  maximum  limitation  of  $35,000, 
to  which  the  Senator  from  Oregon  has 
referred,  is  a  fair  and  just  limitation  on 
price  support  loans,  but  I  say  most  re¬ 
spectfully,  in  terms  of  costs  of  modern 
agriculture,  the  $35,000  total  loan  limita¬ 
tion,  for  a  combination  of  all  crops,  is 
unrealistic.  It  is  as  unrealistic  as  the 
$300,000  loaned  and  the  $500,000  loans 
which  are  presently  available  under  the 
price  support  program.  The  Senator 
from  Delaware  can  make  his  amendment 
very  palatable  to  all  of  us  if  he  will  modi¬ 


fy  its  language  to  the  point  where  it 
does  not  provide  a  limitation,  on  a  com¬ 
bination  of  crops,  or  where  the  $35,000  is 
the  maximum,  total  limitation  on  a 
farmer.  It  is  not  possible  to  operate  that 
kind  of  farm  program.  My  proposal  is 
for  a  $35,000  limitation  on  wheat.  I  be¬ 
lieve  there  ought  to  be  a  maximum  set 
on  any  one  commodity.  It  seems  to  me 
that  the  Senator  from  Delaware  would 
be  wise  in  his  effort  if  he  would  try  to 
put  the  maximum  limitation  on  the  one 
commodity,  rather  than  to  put  it  on  a 
combination  of  all  of  them.  I  wonder 
whether  the  Senator  from  Delaware  has 
given  any  thought  to  that. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Yes;  I 
have  given  some  thought  to  it.  If  we 
are  going  to  talk  about  the  family-type 
farm,  let  us  pass  some  legislation  for 
the  family-type  farm.  If  my  amend¬ 
ment  should  be  rejected,  it  would  be  in 
order  to  change  the  limitation.  If  we 
are  going  to  put  a  limitation  on  crops, 
let  us  establish  a  limitation,  and  be 
realistic  about  it,  by  applying  the  limita¬ 
tion  across  the  board  to  all  commodities. 
If  we  do  not  do  that,  it  will  be  possible 
for  a  farmer  to  raise  $35,000  worth  of 
cotton,  and  the  same  amount  in  rice  and 
peanuts  and  tobacco,  and  any  other 
commodity  he  chooses  to  grow.  If  we  do 
that  we  get  completely  away  from  the 
family-type  farm  proposition.  There 
has  been  a  great  deal  said  about  it.  The 
President  of  the  United  States  has  rec¬ 
ommended  limitations  in  the  program 
on  three  different  occasions  in  his  mes¬ 
sages  to  Congress. 

My  amendment  has  been  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 
It  has  been  favored  by  practically  every 
Member  of  the  Senate  at  various  times. 
All  it  needs  now  to  make  it  effective  is 
a  vote  at  the  proper  time.  Today  is  the 
time. 

I  wish  the  Senator  from  Minnesota 
would  withdraw  his  amendment  at  this 
time  and  let  us  have  a  vote  on  the  pro¬ 
posal  to  provide  a  limitation  across  the 
board. 

I  do  not  believe  that  the  way  to  do  it 
is  to  single  out  one  particular  crop. 
Therefore  I  ask  the  Senator  from  Minne¬ 
sota  to  withdraw  his  amendment  at  this 
time,  and  offer  it  later  if  my  amendment 
is  not  adopted.  If  there  are  sufficient 
votes  to  adopt  an  amendment  dealing 
with  all  commodities,  his  amendment 
would  be  defeated  anyway. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Florida. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  do  not  like  to  dif¬ 
fer  with  my  friend  from  Delaware,  but 
the  fact  -is  that  we  are  dealing  with  this 
program  on  a  commodity  by  commodity 
basis.  We  began  it  last  year  by  offering 
remedial  programs  in  three  fields. 

Farmers  have  gone  into  these  programs 
in  good  faith.  For  instance,  in  the  case 
of  cotton,  there  are  farmers  who  have 
gone  along  with  the  program  under 
which  they  haVe  surrendered  the  right 
to  higher  price  supports,  with  the  un¬ 
derstanding  that  there  would  be  no 
change  in  the  limitation  of  the  amount. 
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Obviously,  it  is  not  fair  to  change  the 
rules  in  the  middle  of  the  game.  I  hope 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota  will  leave 
his  amendment  as  it  is,  which  is  in 
accord  with  what  I  understood  we  were 
debating,  and  in  accord  with  what  was 
advanced  by  the  Senator  from  Delaware 
and  other  Senators  in  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  and  Forestry.  In  commit¬ 
tee  there  was  no  thought  whatever  of 
making  an  amendment  apply  across  the 
board.  We  were  talking  only  about  a 
wheat  bill.  I  indicated  \  that  I  would 
be  glad  to  support  this  type  of  amend¬ 
ment  because  with  two  support  prices, 
one  at  65  percent  and  one  at  80  percent, 
it  is  very  obvious  that  we  are  not  in  the 
same  situation  we  would  be  in  if  we  had 
one  price  support,  because,  unless  a  limi¬ 
tation  were  provided,  every  inducement 
would  be  offered  to  a  grower  who  is  pro¬ 
ducing  wheat  to  come  under  the  80 -per¬ 
cent  price  support,  which  means  that  a 
great  many  more  millions  of  dollars 
would  be  paid  out. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Will  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  yield  me  1  min¬ 
ute? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  thank 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota.  I  should 
like  to  say,  in  reply  to  the  Senator  from 
Florida,  that  my  amendment  does  not 
affect  any  contract  which  the  Govern¬ 
ment  has  with  a  farmer.  The  amend¬ 
ment  is  applicable  only  to  the  production 
of  the  1960  crops.  I  fully  agree  with  the 
Senator  from  Florida  that  those  crops 
which  have  been  planted  in  accordance 
with  the  laws  which  exist  today,  whether 
we  like  those  laws  or  not,  were  planted 
under  an  obligation  or  contract,  so  to 
speak.  The  amendment  does  not  violate 
any  agreement.  It  applies  only  to  the 
1960  production. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  wonder  whether 
the  Senator  from  Delaware  would  be 
willing  to  accept  to  his  amendment  an 
amendment  providing  that  the  $35,000 
limitation  shall  apply  as  a  maximum  to 
any  one  price-supported  crop. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  No;  I 
could  not  accept  such  an  amendment. 
If  such  an  amendment  were  offered,  I 
would  oppose  it,  although  I  would  say 
that  it  would  be  better  than  nothing.  I 
believe  we  should  effectively  deal  with 
this  matter  now.  The  $35,000  proposal 
is  a  realistic  one. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
withdraw  my  amendment.  I  offer  as  an 
amendment  to  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  Senator  from  Delaware  a  direc¬ 
tion  that  there  be  a  maximum  limitation 
of  $35,000  of  crop  loans  on  any  one  price- 
supported  crop. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated  for  the  in¬ 
formation  of  the  Senate. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  At  the  ap¬ 
propriate  place  in  the  bill  it  is  proposed 
to  strike  out  “agricultural  commodities” 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “any  one  agri¬ 
cultural  commodity.” 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Into  what  amount,  in 
the  aggregate,  could  one  farmer  design 
his  planting  so  as  to  receive  the  greatest 


amount  of  funds  possible?  If  he  has  a 
large  piece  of  land  and  wants  to  get  the 
the  most  money  possible  for  it,  into  what 
amounts  could  be  accumulate  his  plant¬ 
ing? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  There  are  a  num¬ 
ber  of  price-supported  crops,  but  I  can¬ 
not  imagine  a  cotton  farmer  selling  his 
cotton  equipment  simply  to  be  able  to 
produce  some  oats  and  get  another  price- 
supported  crop.  I  cannot  imagine  a  to¬ 
bacco  farmer  of  25  or  30  years’  experience 
selling  his  equipment  simply  to  produce 
another  price-supported  crop. 

My  point  is  that  today  farmers  have 
substantial  investments.  It  is  proposed 
to  limit  a  loan  to  $35,000  for  a  whole 
farm.  The  purpose  of  the  loan  provision 
is  to  insure  orderly  marketing.  The 
whole  purpose  of  the  price  support  law 
is  to  bring  about  marketing  of  crops  in 
an  orderly  fashion;  otherwise,  the  whole 
program  will  be  seriously  jeopardized. 

As  I  said  to  the  Senator  from  Oregon 
[Mr.  Neuberger],  I  agree  that  if  we  are 
going  to  legislate  with  respect  to  wheat, 
we  ought  to  legislate  with  respect 
to  other  commodities.  The  pending 
measure  happens  to  be  a  wheat  bill.  We 
had  before  us  yesterday  a  tobacco  bill. 
There  will  be  other  bills  for  other  com¬ 
modities. 

This  is  a  foolish  way  to  legislate;  but 
apparently  is  the  only  method  by  which 
we  can  get  bills  out  of  the  committee 
and  before  the  Senate,  because  of  what 
has  happened  at  the  administration  level. 

I  suggest  that  we  should  be  fair  to 
all  other  commodities,  which  is  really 
what  we  are  talking  about.  We  are  not 
providing  crop  loans  on  farms,  but  on 
crops.  '  If  there  is  to  be  a  $35,000  limi¬ 
tation,  let  it  be  on  a  commodity,  not  on 
a  farm.  After  all,  there  are  producers 
who  grow  soybeans.  There  are  pro¬ 
ducers  who  raise  cotton. 

If  it  is  desired  to  have  a  farm  program 
which  is  ineffective,  if  what  is  wanted  is 
inefficient  farm  production,  the  best  way 
to  accomplish  the  objective  is  to  have 
the  kind  of  marketing  structure  we  are 
now  discussing. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  The  Senator  from 
Minnesota  has  not  answered  my  ques¬ 
tion.  Let  us  forget  the  amount  of  farm¬ 
land.  Let  us  eliminate  cotton  and  to¬ 
bacco.  What  can  a  farmer  do  to  get  the 
maximum  amount  of  loan?  I  am  not 
asking  what  is  the  prudent  or  feasible 
thing  to  do. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Let  us  consider  the 
Senator’s  State  of  Ohio  or  my  State  of 
Minnesota.  What  are  the  crops?  I  do 
not  think  tung  nuts,  are  produced  in 
Ohio. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  We  do  not  have  large 
farms  in  Ohio.  We  have  100-acre 
farms.  The  proposal  of  the  Senator 
from  Delaware  limits  the  total  amount 
of  a  loan  to  $35,000.  What  can  a  farmer 
accumulate  under  the  proposal  of  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota — $200,000? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  That  depends  on 
the  size  of  theTarm. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Will  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  add  up  the  amounts  and  state 
what  can  be  accumulated? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  will  use  my  own 
State  of  Minnesota  for  the  computation. 
Minnesota  produces  corn,  wheat,  barley, 
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oats,  rye,  grain  sorghums,  soybeans,  and 
flax  which  are  crop  supported. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  How  many  crops  is 
that? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Eight. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Suppose  a  farmer 
had  a  farm  large  enough  to  grow  each 
of  those  crops.  Could  he  get  a  $35,000 
loan  on  each  one? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Possibly. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  The  amount  for  that 
farmer  would  be  $280,000,  as  compared 
with  $35,000  under  the  proposal  of  the 
Senator  from  Delaware. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  That  is  correct,  if 
he  had  a  farm  large  enough ;  but  there  is 
not  a*farm  large  enough  in  Minnesota, 
and  there  is  not  likely  to  be. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  If  that  is  not  a  dan¬ 
ger,  why  not  accept  the  program  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  Senator  from  Delaware? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  do  not  say  the 
program  proposed  by  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  is  unworkable;  I  simply  say  it 
is  not  as  good  as  it  could  be.  The  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Delaware  says  the  limitation 
will  be  $35,000.  If  the  farm  produces 
only  one  crop,  the  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware  is  perfectly  willing  to  have  a  $35,000 
limitation  for  the  one  crop.  That  is 
what  his  amendment  provides.  But  the 
Senator  also  says  that  if  other  crops  are 
produced  on  the  same  farm,  the  maxi¬ 
mum  amount  for  the  farm  is  still  $35,000. 

What  is  the  purpose  of  a  price  support 
program?  The  purpose  of  a  price  sup¬ 
port  program  is  to  enable  a  farmer  who 
produces  corn,  wheat,  cotton,  oats,  rye, 
or  whatever  other  commodity  he  grows, 
to  get  a  crop  loan  during  the  harvest 
period,  so  that  he  will  not  have  to  dump 
his  crops  onto  the  free,  market  and  take 
depressed  prices.  That  is  the  whole 
purpose  of  a  price  support  program. 
Under  present  law,  a  farmer  can  spend 
up  to  $1  million — or  $10  million,  so  far 
as  that  is  concerned — on  any  one  crop. 
But  the  amendment  offered  by  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Delaware  would  put  the  price 
support  program  on  a  greatly  restricted 
basis. 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  If  a  man  had 
shares  of  stock  in  three  different  com¬ 
panies  producing  the  same  type  of  prod¬ 
uct  he'  would  receive  tariff  protection 
on  all  three  of  his  holdings,  would  he 
not? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  He  would  not  be 
penalized  for  having  diversified  his  hold¬ 
ings,  would  he? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  He  would  get  a 
depletion  allowance  upon  the  oil  he  hap¬ 
pened  to  have;  he  would  receive  a  de^ 
pletion  allowance  on  iron;  he  would  gel 
a  small  depletion  allowance  on  sand  and 
gravel;  he  would  get  a  depletion  allow¬ 
ance  on  something  else.  We  do  not  say 
that  the  total  depletion  allowance  for 
all  commodities  will  be  a  certain  figure. 
No.  The  depletion  allowance  is  granted 
commodity  by  commodity.  Justly  or  un¬ 
justly,  that  is  the  way  the  law  operates. 

From  the  point  of  view  of  public  re¬ 
lations,  from  the  point  of  view  of  Life 
magazine,  it  may  be  wonderful  to  set 
$35,000  as  a  maximum  for  a  farm.  But 
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I  ask  Senators:  Do  we  want  a  farm  pro¬ 
gram  or  a  headline?  Do  we  want  a 
farm  program  which  deals  with  com¬ 
modities,  or  with  the  prices  for  an  in¬ 
dividual  farm?  It  is  not  farms  which 
are  being  marketed;  it  is  crops  which 
are  being  marketed.  The  purpose  of  a 
crop  loan  is  very  simple.  It  is  to  give  a 
farmer  the  opportunity  to  borrow  some 
money  by  putting  his  crop  up  as  a  col¬ 
lateral  asset,  so, that  he  will  not  have 
to  market  all  of  it  in  Minnesota  in  Au¬ 
gust,  because  if  he  starts  to  market  it 
in  Minnesota  in  August,  the  price  will 
go  down.  We  would  like  to  give  him  a 
little  time.  We  would  like  to  have  a 
farm  program  under  which  there  is  a 
ceiling  on  farm  loans. 

I  am  opposed  to  $500,000  loans  dnd 
$400,000  loans.  I  am  for  the  family 
farm.  But  I  remind  Senators  who  are 
interested  in  the  family  farm  that  many 
farms  today  which  are  eligible  for  a 
crop  loan  of  more  than  $35,000  are  still 
family  farms. 

What  we  should  be  talking  about  is  a 
program  which  will  work.  I  do  not 
know  what  is  produced  in  Delaware  or 
some  other  States,  but  I  know  what  is 
produced  in  the  breadbasket  of  America. 
I  observe  the  junior  Senator  from  Texas 
on  the  floor.  If  a  $35,000  limitation  were 
placed  on  a  farm  in  Texas,  the  farm 
could  be  washed  down  the  Rio  Grande. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Such  a  limita¬ 
tion  would  bankrupt  80  percent  of  all 
the  farms  in  the  valley. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Sugar  beets,  wheat, 
and  feed  grains  are  grown  under  price 
supports  in  Colorado,  where  it  is  neces¬ 
sary  to  have  large  farms  because  of  a 
lack  of  water.  Sometimes  the  soil  is  not 
so  productive  because  of  arid  conditions. 

I  do  not  believe  in  having  a  wide-open 
gate.  I  believe  in  equity  and  justice.  I 
am  opposed  to  the  nth  degree  to  what  I 
call  country  club  farmers.  But  I  am  for 
a  farm  program  which  will  give  some 
semblance  of  decency  and  some  sem¬ 
blance  of  order  to  a  crop  loan  program. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  ,  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield. 

_ Mr.  CARROLL.  I  commend  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Minnesota  for  withdrawing  his 
original  amendment,  for  the  very  rea¬ 
son  he  is  now  expressing.  I  feel  that  the 
proposal  of  the  Senator  from  Delaware 
would  work  a  great  hardship  on  the 
farmers  of  Colorado.  In  some  of  our 
area,  farmers  can  raise  only  wheat. 
They  are  dryland  farmers;  they  cannot 
rotate  the  crops. 

I  agree  with  the  Senator  from  Minne¬ 
sota  that  his  latest  amendment  is  a  more 
sensible  approach.  It  is  too  bad  that  we 
have  to  legislate  in  this  fashion.  But  in 
the  absence  of  a  more  constructive  pro¬ 
gram,  we  shall  have  to  adopt  the  amend¬ 
ment  which  has  been  submitted  by  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
am  very  grateful  to  the  Senator  from 
Colorado. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.'  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  myself  5  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Louisiana  is  recognized 
for  5  minutes. 


Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
opposed  to  this  amendment  for  the  same 
reasons  I  oppose  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  [Mr.  Williams!. 

It  is  my  belief  that  the  pending  amend¬ 
ment  is  a  little  more  palatable  than  the 
Williams  amendment — for  the  reason 
suggested  by  many  Senators  who  oppose 
the  Williams  amendment.  But,  Mr. 
President,  as  I  stated  a  short  time  ago, 
if  the  pending  amendment  were  to  be 
adopted,  it  would,  in  my  humble  opin¬ 
ion,  destroy  the  present  farm  program. 

It  is  my  belief  that  many  Senators  do 
not  understand  the  philosophy  behind 
the  present  farm  program.  As  I  pointed 
out  earlier  today,  many  of  our  difficul¬ 
ties  arise  from  the  soil  bank — acreage 
reserve,  and  conservation  reserve  pro¬ 
grams — under  which  direct  subsidies 
were  paid  to  farmers  for  not  planting. 
As  I  have  pointed  out,  efforts  were  made 
to  limit  those  payments.  I  opposed 
those  proposals,  and  so  did  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture — for  the  simple  rea¬ 
son  that  the  intent  of  the  law  was  to  get 
acres  out  of  production,  and  whether 
those  acres  came  from  small  farms  or 
from  large  farms  made  no  difference. 
After  all,  the  purpose  of  the  programs 
was  to  reduce  the  surpluses  of  corn, 
wheat,  cotton,  and  other  agricultural 
commodities. 

Mr.  President,  the  present  law  has 
been  on  the  statute  books  for  more  than 
20  years,  although  from  time  to  time  it 
has  been  amended.  But,  as  I  pointed  out 
this  morning,  under  the  loan  program 
farmers  do  not  receive  direct  subsidies 
from  the  Government.  As  my  good 
friend,  the  Senator  from  Minnesota, 
stated  only  a  minute  ago,  the  purpose 
of  the  act  is  to  avoid  compelling  the 
farmer  to  dump  his  crop  on  a  depressed 
market.  Yet,  if  the  pending  amendment 
is  adopted,  fanners  will  be  compelled  to 
do  just  that.  In  effect,  we  will  be  turn¬ 
ing  the  clock  back  two  decades  if  this 
amendment  is  adopted. 

Mr.  President,  let  me  point  out  to  my 
good  friend,  the  Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
Lausche],  that  we  are  told  that  at  the 
end  of  this  year  the  Government  will 
have  on  hand  almost  $10  billion  worth 
of  agricultural  commodities. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  shall  be  glad  to 
yield  in  a  moment. 

If  prices  fall  as  the  result  of  large  farm 
dumping,  the  value  of  all  commodities 
the  Government  now  has  in  storage 
would  be  affected  adversely. 

Let  me  say  to  my  friend,  the  Senator 
from  Ohio,  that  up  to  now  the  losses  on 
the  commodities  the  Government  has  in 
storage  have  amounted  to  approximately 
30  percent  of  the  investment.  The  en¬ 
tire  losses  the  Government  has  sustained 
from  the  inception  of  the  program  in 

1933 - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  has 
yielded  to  himself  has  expired. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  myself  an  additional  3  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Louisiana  is  recognized  for 
an  additional  3  minutes. 


Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  as  I 
was  about  to  say,  the  entire  losses  which 
the  Government  has  sustained  from  the 
inception  of  the  program  in  1933  to  De¬ 
cember  of  last  year  have  amounted  to  a 
little  more  than  $5  billion.  As  I  said 
earlier,  this  is  a  small  enough  price  to 
pay  in  order  to  assure  our  people  an  ade¬ 
quate  supply  of  food  and  fiber  at  reason¬ 
able  prices. 

Mr.  President,  the  farmers  of  the  Na¬ 
tion  do  not  ask  for  favors.  They  would 
be  delighted,  I  believe,  to  do  away  with 
all  Federal  assistance,  provided  everyone 
else  starts  from  scratch.  But  today’s  ef¬ 
forts  are  being  made  to  raise  the  mini¬ 
mum  wage  to  $1.25.  If  that  increase  is 
voted,  the  farmers  will  have  to  pay  for 
part  of  it;  everything  they  buy  will  be 
affected  by  it.  Even  the  farmers’  own 
labor  bills  may  be  increased. 

Mr.  President,  unless  we  provide  the 
farmer  some  form  of  protection,  I  fear 
he  will  go  under.  I  believe  it  can  readily 
be  shown  that  whenever  the  farmer  is 
hit  by  economic  disaster  we  can  expect 
to  see  disaster  visit  our  national  econ¬ 
omy.  We  cannot  discriminate  against 
those  who  produce  our  food  and  fiber. 

Mr.  President,  the  principal  purpose 
of  the  pending  bill - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Moss 
in  the  chair) .  The  additional  3  minutes 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana  has  yielded  to 
himself  have  expired. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  myself  2  more  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Louisiana  is  recognized  for 
2  additional  minutes. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  as  I 
was  about  to  say,  the  principal  purpose  of 
the  pending  bill  is  simply  to  reduce  the 
production  of  wheat.  As  I  said  this 
morning,  if  the  pending  bill  is  enacted 
into  law,  the  production  of  wheat  during 
the  coming  year  may  be  cut  by  between 
120  million  and  200  million  bushels. 
That  is  the  chief  purpose  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  President,  it  strikes  me  that  what 
the  Senate  should  do  is  pass  the  bill  as 
reported  by  the  committee.  The  Senate 
should  not  add  to  the  bill  amendments 
which  would  affect  crops  which  are  not 
now  included  in  the  bill. 

M\  President,  it  is  true  that  the  pend¬ 
ing  bill  is  a  stop-gap  measure.  But  our 
committee  is  continuing  its  studies,  in 
trying  to  solve  this  phase  of  our  vexing 
farm  problem.  If  and  when  we  are  able 
to  agree  on  legislation  affecting  the  vari¬ 
ous  other  agricultural  commodities,  that 
will  be  the  time  for  the  Senate  to  proceed 
to  act  in  the  field  covered  by  the  pending 
amendment. 

Mr.  President,  consider  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Delaware  [Mr. 
Williams]  :  It  would  limit  to  $35,000  all 
loans  on  all  crops  that  are  supported. 
That  is  a  very  small  limitation  for  all  the 
protected  agricultural  commodities.  As 
between  the  Williams  amendment  and 
the  Humphrey  amendment — although,  of 
course,  I  oppose  both  of  them — I  believe, 
as  I  have  said,  that  the  Humphrey 
amendment  is  the  more  palatable. 

Mr.  President,  at  this  time  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  my  good  friend,  the  Senator 
from  Delaware  [Mr.  Williams!. 
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Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  hope  the  Senate  will  reject 
the  Humphrey  amendment,  for  I  do  not 
believe  it  will  do  the  job  intended.  It 
provides  a  limitation  of  $35,000  on  each 
and  every  crop.  I  am  glad  to  note  that 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota  has  at  least 
come  around  to  favoring  my  suggestion 
that  if  this  job  is  to  be  done,  it  should 
be  done  in  the  case  of  all  farmers  alike; 
at  least  the  Senator  from  Minnesota  has 
gone  that  far  in  the  right  direction. 

But  I  wish  to  go  the  full  way,  and 
help  do  this  job  in  the  right  manner— 
the  one  we  have  been  advocating  for  a 
number  of  years. 

The  Humphrey  amendment  would 
limit — not  to  the  $35,000  which  we  pro-, 
pose — but  to  a  quarter  of  a  million  dol¬ 
lars,  in  many  cases  the  payments  which 
could  be  made.  There  would  be  no  limi¬ 
tation  in  regard  to  the  various  crops  as 
to  which  the  farmer  could  qualify  for  the 
$35,000  payments.  There  is  no  limitation 
on  the  number  of  crops  as  to  which  a  man 
could  qualify  under  the  program.  If  we 
adopt  his  proposal,  we  are  telling  the 
American  people  we  are  putting  into  ef¬ 
fect  a  limitation  of  $35,000  but,  and  at 
the  same  time,  shooting  the  bill  full  of 
loopholes  so  that  people  can  get  around 
the  ceiling.  Let  us  do  it  right  or  not  at 
all. 

We  had  an  example  of  that  last  year 
when  we  tried  to  put  a  $5,000  limitation 
qn  soil-bank  payments.  The  Comptroller 
General  called  our  attention  a  few  weeks 
ago  to  the  fact  that  farms  are  being  bro¬ 
ken  down  so  that  people  can  get  around 
the  $5,000  limitation.  He  said  there  is 
one  farm  in  the  West  which  is  going  to 
collect  close  to  half  a  million  of  soil-bank 
payments. 

Therefore,  I  cannot  support  this  pro¬ 
posal  in  view  of  the  loopholes  it  contains. 
If  we  are  going  to  provide  a  $35,000  limi¬ 
tation,  let  us  enact  a  limitation  which 
is  effective.  If  we  are  not-  going  to  do 
that,  let  us  defeat  it  and  take  the  lid  off 
and  let  large  corporation-type  farmers 
take  what  they  can  get. 

Let  us  at  least  not  kid  anyone  as  to 
what  we  do  here  today. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KEATING.  I  want  to  commend 
the  Senator  from  Delaware  for  focus¬ 
ing  our  attention  on  this  problem.  The 
American  people  are  up  in  arms  about 
paying  such  huge  funds  to  large  cor¬ 
porate  farmers.  It  is  rather  amusing  to 
me  to  hear  many  of  those  who  have  gone 
up  .hill  and  down  dale  condemning  huge 
payments  now  seeking  to  get  out  from 
under  the  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  Delaware  and  trying  to  find  some 
excuse  for  not  coming  to  grips  squarely 
with  this  problem. 

First  we  have  an  amendment,  from  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota,  which  pro¬ 
poses  to  limit  the  program  to  wheat  only. 
When  the  debate  on  that  proposal  gets 
underway  and  demonstrates  its  utter 
inadequacy,  that  proposal  is  withdrawn 
and  a  new  amendment,  the  Humphrey 
millionaire  amendment,  is  offered  to  al¬ 
low  $35,000  to  be  paid  as  to  each  com¬ 
modity,  which,  as  the  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware  has  pointed  out,  may  result  in  pay¬ 


ments  of  $200,000  or  $300,000  to  a  large 
corporate  farmer.  Such  a  farmer,  if  his 
land  would  permit  it,  would  put  that 
land  in  production  of  all  the  crops  on 
which  he  could  receive  payments  of  $35,- 
000,  as  to'each  crop,  from  the  taxpayers 
of  this  country. 

Most  of  the  farmers  in  this  land  do 
not  share  payments  on  basic  crops. 
They  do  not  get  any  of  this  money.  They 
pay  for  the  program  the  way  all  the  rest 
of  the  taxpayers  pay  for  it,  and  the  con¬ 
sumers  of  the  products  pay  for  it.  We 
now  have  a  chance  to  deal  with  a  prob¬ 
lem  which  is  fast  assuming,  if  indeed  it 
has  not  already  assumed,  the  propor¬ 
tions  of  a  national  scandal.  Those  who 
want  to  match  their  pious'  expressions 
with  action  will  vote  against  the  Hum¬ 
phrey  millionaire  amendment  and  for 
the  Williams  amendment  and  thus  place 
a  realistic  limitation  on  the  total  amount 
which  any  one  farmer  can  get  from  the 
Federal  Government  for  crops  grown 
on  his  land. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  thank 
the  Senator  from  New  York  for  his  sup¬ 
port.  I  may  say  the  amendment,  which 
provides  for  a  maximum  of  $35,000  on 
all  crops,  will  not  affect  90  percent  of 
the  farmers  of  this  country.  The  other 
10  percent  can  afford  to  do  their  own 
farming  without  dipping  into  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Treasury.  These  are  large  oper¬ 
ations  and  it  is  time  they  get  their  hands 
out  of  the  Treasury. 

As  I  said  before,  even  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  has  advocated  the  prin¬ 
ciple  of  my  proposal.  It  is  always  said, 
“This  is  not  the  time.”  I  most  respect¬ 
fully  say  that  the  time  for  action  is  when 
the  roll  is  called  and  the  vote  is  taken. 

I  wish  the  Senator  from  Minnesota 
would  withdraw  his  amendment  so  there 
can  be  a  clear-cut  vote  on  the  amend¬ 
ment  as  originally  offered. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  support  the  views 
advanced  by  the  Senator  from  Delaware. 
I  should  like  to  say  that  if  the  definition 
of  a  family  farmer  is  one  who  produces 
$35,000  worth  of  products,  then  prob¬ 
ably  there  are  not  more  than  five  such 
farmers  in  Ohio. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  The  time 
of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Will  the  Senator  al¬ 
low  me  1  more  minute? 

The  family  farmer  in  Ohio  is  one  with 
an  average  annual  income  of  about 
$5,500.  When  a  proposal  is  made  that  a 
farmer  shall  be  eligible  for  a  loan  of  not 
more  than  $35,000  on  each  product,  so 
far  as  Ohio  is  concerned,  it  refers  to 
the  nonexistent  farmers,  because  Ohio 
has  practically  none  of  them. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  from  Ohio  has  expired. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  may 
I  inquire  how  much  time  remains  to  me. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Six 
minutes  remain  to  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  shall  not  spend 
much  time  on  this  amendment,  but  I  am 
rather  surprised  to  see  the  lack  of  under¬ 
standing  of  what  the  farm  program  is 
all  about.  May  I  relieve  the  mind  of  the 
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Senator  from  Ohio?  If  farmers  do  not 
produce  more  than  $5,500  worth  of  prod¬ 
ucts,  they  will  not  get  $35,000. 

We  are  not  talking  about  payments; 
we  are  talking  about  loans.  There  must 
be  collateral  for  a  loan.  The  collateral 
is  the  commodity.  If  a  farmer  does  not 
produce  $35,000  worth  of  commodities, 
he  does  not  get  $35,000,  whether  he  is  in 
Ohio,  in  Minnesota,  or  in  another  State. 

The  purpose  of  the  price  support  pro¬ 
gram  is  not  to  give  somebody  who  rents 
out  golf  club  acreage,  payments  under 
the  acreage  reserve,  or  payments  under 
any  other  kind  of  program.  The  pur¬ 
pose  of  the  price  support  program  is  to 
keep  on  the  farm  the  man  who  is  in  the 
business  of  agricultural  production  as  a 
means  of  making  a  living,  as  a  liveli¬ 
hood.  The  purpose  of  the  priGe  support 
program  also  is  to  provide  orderly 
marketing. 

Some  of  us  have  lived  in  a  part  of  the 
country  where,  as  youngsters,  we  saw 
wagons  loaded  with  wheat  come  to  mar¬ 
ket  in  July  or  August.  By  the  time  the 
last  wagon  go  through  on  the  very  first 
day  of  marketing,  the  price  of  wheat  had 
gone  down  20  cents,  and  it  was  dumped. 
That  took  place  in  the  1920’s. 

The  purpose  of  the  program  is  to  give 
a  farmer  a  crop  loan  for  1  year,  at  a 
maximum  of  $35,000,  under  my  amend¬ 
ment.  At  the  end  of  the  year,  he  can 
either  redeem  the  loan  or  let  the  com¬ 
modity  go  by  default.  That  is  what  my 
amendment  does.  That  is  the  way  the 
Hecht  store  in  Washington  sells  some¬ 
body  a  washing  machine.  The  pur¬ 
chaser  makes  time  payments — which  is 
the  same  as  getting  a  loan — and  if  he 
cannot  pay  for  the  washing  machine  by 
the  end  of  the  year,  Hecht’s  store  gets 
back  the  washing  machine.  It  is  an  old 
American  custom.  It  is  what  we  call  the 
credit  system.  But  at  least  retailers 
have  some  idea  of  how  many  washing 
machines  are  going  to  be  purchased.  I 
am  trying  to  get  some  semblance  of  order 
under  the  price  support  program.  The 
price  support  program  should  be  de¬ 
signed  to  help  legitimate  agricultural 
producers. 

The  Senator  from  Delaware  has  pro¬ 
posed  an  amendment  which  is  just  as 
open  to  loopholes  as  is  any  other  amend¬ 
ment.  Under  the  agricultural  reserve 
program,  it  has  been  found  that  there  are 
plenty  of  legal  minds  who  can  find  ways 
to  evade  the  limitation  by  an  individual 
farmer. 

Therefore,  many  persons  would  be 
clever  enough  to  find  loopholes  in  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware,  and  that  amendment  is  no  better 
than  any  other  amendment.  All  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  is  saying  is  that 
if  we  want  a  price-support  program,  it 
should  be  an  effective  one. 

The  Senator  from  Delaware  is  against 
price  supports.  He  has  not  voted  for  a 
farm  program.  He  does  not  believe  in 
one.  Now  he  proposes  an  amendment 
which,  while  I  do  not  say  it  will  wreck 
the  farm  program, '  will  make  it  much 
more  difficult  to  have  an  effective  one. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  There  is  a  differ¬ 
ence  between  surgery  and  assassination. 
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There  is  one  way  in  which  one  can  cut 
the  “innards”  out  of  a  person.  That  is 
not  surgery;  that  is  homicide.  Or  one 
can  pare  off  tissue  that  is  tumorous  or 
malignant  in  an  attempt  to  save  a  life. 

I  say  price-support  payments  of  $400,- 
000,  $250,000,  $1  million  have  brought 
disfavor,  shame,  and  discredit  to  this 
program.  I  want  to  stop  that,  but  in  the 
process  of  stopping  it,  I  do  not  want  the 
program  killed  by  the  sidewalk  farmers 
and  those  who  have  literally  gouged  the 
program.  I  do  not  believe  in  choking  the 
program  or  killing  it.  I  believe  we  ought 
to  have  a  workable  program.  That  is 
what  we  are  attempting  to  do. 

I  do  not  know  whether  $35,000  is  a 
magic  figure.  In  the  House,  the  figure 
$50,000  was  proposed.  I  am  no  “Johnny- 
come-lately”  on  this  proposition.  I  pro¬ 
posed  similar  amendments  in  this  body 
in  1954,  in  1955,  in  1956,  in  1957,  and  in 
1958. 

I  did  not  have  much  support  from  the 
administration  of  anybody  else. 

The  Senator  from  Delaware  has  been 
a  consistent  supporter  of  his  proposal. 
He  has  an  idea  which  I  think  is  fair. 
The  idea  is  to  limit  price  supports.  I 
plead  that  in  the  process  of  limiting  price 
supports  we  not  eliminate  farmers.  Mi-. 
Benson  is  doing  that  pretty  well  right 
now.  He  does  not  need  help  from  us. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  Minnesota  has 
expired. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  understand  all 
time  for  debate  has  expired. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All 
time  on  the  amendment  has  expired. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  me  2  minutes  from  the 
time  on  the  bill? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
the  Senator  1  minute  from  the  time  on 
the  bill. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  President,  the 
purpose  of  the  bill  is  to  reduce  produc¬ 
tion  to  such  a  point  that  the  free  markets 
in  which  the  farmers  sell  will  provide 
prices  higher  than  the  price  supports. 
If  we  have  that  kind  of  a  situation  al¬ 
ways,  there  will  not  be  a  nickel’s  worth  of 
surplus  in  the  Government  stockpile,  and 
it  will  not  cost  the  Government  one 
nickel. 

What  we  really  are  talking  about  is  the 
deliveries  to  the  Government,  instead  of 
the  loans.  It  is  proposed  to  limit  the 
loans  to  $35,000,  but  we  really  are  talking 
about  deliveries.  If  the  farmer  gets  a 
loan  on  his  crop,  he  gets  it  at  the  local 
bank,  and  he  pays  interest  on  it.  That 
does  not  cost  the  Government  1  penny. 
The  only  cost  to  the  Government  comes 
when  the  farmer  delivers  the  commodi¬ 
ties  to  the  Government.  Therefore,  we 
really  ought  to  provide  a  limit  of  $35,000 
worth  of  commodities  delivered  to  the 
Government,  because  the  loans  have  ab¬ 
solutely  nothing  to  do  with  the  matter. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

All  time  on  the  amendment  has 
expired. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  1  minute  from  the  time  on  the 
bill. 


In  that  minute  I  think  I  can  persuade 
my  friend  from  Ohio  that  he  is  abso¬ 
lutely  correct. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  What  the  Senator  is 
interested  in  is  the  type  of  loan  such 
as  the  Mississippi  Delta  and  Pine  Lum¬ 
ber  Co.  got,  $781,000.  When  such  a  loan 
is  not  repaid  it  becomes  a  subsidy. 

The  President  in  1956  sent  Congress  a 
message  in  which  he  said  he  was  inter¬ 
ested  in  a  dollar  limit  on  the  payment  of 
price  supports  to  any  individual.  He 
said  that  the  limit  should  be  sufficiently 
high  to  give  full  protection  to  efficiently 
operated  family  farms.  That  is  what 
he  was  interested  in'. 

How  many  family  farms  are  there? 
My  friend  from  Minnesota  should  know 
this  better  than  I. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  And  I  do. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Perhaps  the  Senator 
does,  but  it  has  not  been  evident. 

I  have  only  1  minute,  and  I  cannot 
yield.  Only  3  percent  of  American 
farms  last  year - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN-  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  1  additional  minute  from  the  time 
on  the  bill. 

Only  3  percent  of  American  farms  last 
year  had  a  gross  income  of  $25,000. 
There  are  fewer  than  3  percent  which 
had  a  gross  income  of  $35,000. 

We  are  interested  in  all  of  them.  That 
is  the  purpose  of  the  Williams  amend¬ 
ment.  The  Humphrey  amendment,  on 
a  commodity  basis,  will  take  the  little 
thin  crust  from  the  top.  That  is  the 
crust  we  have  been  trying  to  get  at  for 
a  long  time,  where  the  abuses  are. 

The  Humphrey  amendment  ought  to 
be  defeated,  and  the  Williams  amend¬ 
ment  ought  to  be  adopted,  if  we  want  to 
do  a  good  job  today. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays  on  the  amend¬ 
ment. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  sug¬ 
gest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll* 

Mi-.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  3  minutes  from  the  time  on  the  bill 
to  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Florida. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Florida  is  recognized  for  3 
minutes. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  simply  invite  at¬ 
tention  to  the  fact  that  we  are  operat¬ 
ing  on  borrowed  time,  is  an  attempt  to 
help  a  distressed  industry.  We  passed 
a  15-day  resolution,  which  extended  for 
15  days  the  time  in  which  Congress 
could  pass  some  emergency  legisaltion 
affecting  wheat. 

Both  of  the  amendments  proposed 
seek  to  reach  out  and  bring  in  all  price- 
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supported  commodities.  I  think  the 
approach  is  as  wrong  as  it  can  be.  I 
think  the  proposed  amendments  seek 
objectives  far  different  from  the  ob¬ 
jectives  of  the  bill.  If  seriously  con¬ 
sidered,  they  are  going  to  defeat  the 
very  salutary  intentions  of  all  concerned 
on  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
Forestry,  who  are  trying  to  bring  some 
relief  to  the  wheatgrowers  and  to  the 
public  from  a  program  which  is  piling 
up  more  than  a  billion  and  a  quarter 
bushels  of  surplus  wheat. 

Mr.  President,  it  seems  to  me  com¬ 
pletely  clear  that  the  only  limitation  we 
should  consider  is  the  one  advanced  by 
the  Senator  from  Delaware  and  other 
Senators  in  the  committee,  which  was 
a  $35,000  limitation  applicable  only  to 
wheat,  and  based  upon  the  conception, 
that,  for  the  first  time,  we  were  having 
two  price  support  levels  on  wheat,  one 
at  65  percent  for  those  who  planted  all 
their  allotments,  and  the  other  at  80 
percent,  for  those  who  took  a  20  per¬ 
cent  cut. 

The  proposal  to  apply  the  limitation 
to  wheat  only  has  merit,  but  a  proposal 
applying  to  the  entire  field  defeats  the 
legislation.  It  defeats  the  efforts  of  the 
committee,  which  met  six  times  in  an 
attempt  to  bring  forth  remedial  legis¬ 
lation.  The  adoption  of  either  of  these 
amendments  would  do  just  that. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
2  minutes  to  the  Senator  from  Vermont 
[Mr.  Aiken], 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  as  be¬ 
tween  these  two  amendments,  if  we  have 
the  interest  of  the  small  farmer  at  heart, 
we  will  take  the  Williams  amendment. 
The  Humphrey  amendment  would  be  of 
help  to  the  millionaire  farmer.  He 
would  be  permitted  to  take  $35,000  on 
wheat,  $35,000  on  corn,  $35,000  on  to¬ 
bacco,  $35,000  on  peanuts,  $35,000  on 
naval  stores,  $35,000  on  tung  oil,  and  so 
forth.  It  would  be  the  greatest  boon 
imaginable  to  diversification.  But  I  am 
afraid  it  would  not  be  of  much  benefit 
to  the  small  farmer. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana  yield  me 
30  seconds? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  30  seconds  to  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  on  the  bill. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  only  hope  the 
Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr.  Aiken]  has 
under  control  the  climatic  conditions 
which  would  provide  the  variety  of  crops 
for  a  single  farmer  that  he  is  discussing. 
It  is  very  interesting.  It  would  almost 
require  omnipotence'  to  provide  the  va¬ 
riety  of  temperature  and  climatic  con¬ 
ditions  which  would  enable  a  single 
farmer  to  raise  wheat,  corn,  tobacco, 
peanuts,  naval  stores,  tung  oil,  and  so 
forth,  all  at  one  time.  It  is  wonderful. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana  yield  me  half 
a  minute  on  the  bill? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield  half  a  min¬ 
ute  on  the  bill  to  the  Senator  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  if  what 
the  Senator  from  Vermont  describes 
cannot  be  done,  why  not  support  the 
proposal  that  $35,000  shall  be  the  maxi- 
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mum  cumulative  benefit?  The  Senator 
from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Humphrey]  says 
that  what  the  Senator  from  Vermont 
describes  cannot  be  done.  If  it  cannot 
be  done,  then  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  should  be  sup¬ 
ported.  _ 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Minnesota 
[Mr.  Humphrey]  to  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  Senator  from  Delaware 
[Mr.  Williams],  for  himself  and  the 
Senator  from  Connecticut  [Mr.  Bush]. 
On  this  question  the  yeas  and  nays  have 
been  ordered,  and  the  clerk  will  call  the 
roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  FREAR  (when  his  name  was 
called) .  On  this  vote  I  have  a  pair  with 
the  senior  Senator  from  Mississippi 
[Mr.  Eastland].  If  he  were  present  and 
voting  he  would  vote  “yea.”  If  I  were  at 
liberty  to  vote  I  would  vote  “nay.”  I 
therefore  withhold  my  vote. 

The  rollcall  was  concluded. 

Mr.  HENNINGS.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd],  the 
Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr.  Church],  the 
Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  East- 
land],  the  Senators  from  Alabama  [Mr. 
Hill  and  Mr.  Sparkman],  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Kefauver],  the 
Senator  from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Ken¬ 
nedy],  the'  Senators  from  Oklahoma 
[Mr.  Kerr  and  Mr.  Monroney],  the 
Senator  from  Montana  [Mr.  Mans¬ 
field],  the  Senator  from  Rhode  Island 
[Mr.  Pastore],  the  Senator  from 
Georgia  [Mr.  Talmadge],  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Williams] 
are  absent  on  official  business. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Alabama 
[Mr.  Hill]  would  vote  “yea.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Vir¬ 
ginia  [Mr.  Byrd]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  Montana  [Mr.  Mansfield]. 
If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Virginia  would  vote  “nay,”  and  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Montana  would  vote  “yea.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Idaho 
[Mr.  Church]  is  paired  with  the  Senator 
from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Kennedy].  If 
present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Idaho  would  vote  “nay”  and  the  Senator 
from  Massachusetts  would  vote  “yea.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Rhode 
Island  [Mr.  Pastore]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Talmadge]. 
If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Rhode  Island  would  vote  “nay,”  and  the 
Senator  from  Georgia  would  vote  “yea.” 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Bennett],  the 
Senator  from  California  [Mr.  KuchelI  , 
and  the  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr. 
Prouty]  are  absent  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  New  Hampshire 
[Mr.  Bridges],  the  Senator  from  Mary¬ 
land  [Mr.  Butler],  the  Senator  from 
Kentucky  [Mr.  Cooper],  and  the  Senator 
from  Indiana  [Mr.  Capehart]  are  nec¬ 
essarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Arizona  [Mr. 
Goldwater]  is  absent  by  leave  of  the 
Senate. 

If  present  and  voting  the  Senator  from 
Utah  [Mr.  Bennett],  the  Senator  from 


Kentucky  [Mr.  Cooper],  and  the  Senator 
from  Vermont  [Mr.  Prouty]  would  each 
vote  “nay.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  24, 


nays  52,  as 

follows: 

YEAS— 24 

Cannon 

Humphrey 

McNamara 

Carroll 

Jackson 

Morse  i 

Clark 

Johnston,  S.C. 

Mossy 

Gore 

Langer 

Murray 

Green 

Long 

Muskie 

Hart 

Magnuson 

Smathers 

Hartke 

McCarthy 

Symington  tl 

Hennings 

McGee 

Young,  N.  Dak.™ 

NAYS— 52 

Aiken 

Ellender 

Neuberger 

Allott 

Engle 

O’Mahoney 

Anderson 

Ervin  , 

Proxmire  / 

Bartlett 

Fulbright 

Randolph  / 

Beall 

—  Gruening 

Robertson/ 

Bible 

Hayden 

Russell  J 

Bush 

Hickenlo'oper 

Saltonstail 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Holland' 

Schoeppel 

Carlson 

Hruska 

Scott 

Case,  N.J. 

Javits 

Smith 

Case,  S.  Dak. 

Johnson,  TeX. 

Stennis 

Chavez 

Jordan 

Thurmond 

Cotton. 

Keating 

Wiley 

Curtis 

Lausche 

Williams,  Del. 

Dirksen 

McClellan 

Yarborough 

Dodd 

Martin 

Young,  Ohio 

Douglas 

Morton 

Dworshak 

Mundt 

NOT  VOTING — 

-22 

Bennett 

Frear 

Monroney 

Bridges 

Goldwater 

Pastore 

Butler 

Hill 

Prouty 

Byrd,  Va. 

Kefauver  . 

Sparkman 

Capehart 

Kennedy 

Talmadge 

Church 

Kerr 

Williams,  N.J. 

Cooper 

Kuchel 

Eastland 

Mansfield 

So  Mr.  Humphrey’s  amendment  to  the 
amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Williams  of 
Delaware,  for  himself  and  Mr.  Bush,  was 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware  [Mr.  Williams]. 

On  this  question,  the  yeas  and  nays 
have  been  ordered,  and  the  clerk  will 
call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  CAPEHART. (when  his  name  was 
called) .  I  ask  to  be  excused  from  voting 
on  this  amendment.  I  farm  on  a  large 
scale.  If  I  vote  against  the  amendment, 
it  will  be  thought  that  I  am  doing  so  for 
my  own  personal  gain.  I  cannot  vote 
for  the  amendment,  because  I  think  it 
will  make  the  farm  situation  worse  rath¬ 
er  than  better.  I  withhold  my  vote. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  Indiana  [Mr.  Capehart]  that  he  be 
excused  from  voting?  The  Chair  hears 
none,  and  the  Senator  from  Indiana  is 
excused  from  voting. 

The  legislative  clerk  resumed  and  con¬ 
cluded  the  call  of  the  roll. 

Mr.  HENNINGS.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd],  the 
Senator  from.  Idaho  [Mr.  Church],  the 
Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr.. Eastland], 
the  Senator  from  Alabama  [Mr.  Hill], 
the  Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mi-.  Ke¬ 
fauver],  the  Senator  from  Massachu¬ 
setts  [Mr.  Kennedy],  the  Senators  from 
Oklahoma  [Mr.  Kerr  and  Mr.  Monro¬ 
ney],  the  Senator  from  Montana  [Mr. 
Mansfield],  the  Senator  from  Rhode  Is¬ 
land  [Mr.  Pastore],  the  Senator  from 
Alabama  [Mr.  Sparkman],  the  Senator 
from  Georgia  [Mr.  Talmadge],  and  the 


Senator  from  New  Jersey  [Mr. 
Williams]  are  absent  on  official  busi¬ 
ness. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
Byrd],  the  Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr. 
Church],  the  Senator  from  Massachu¬ 
setts  [Mr.  Kennedy],  the  Senator  from 
Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Pastore],  and  the 
Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Talmadge] 
would  each  vote  “yea.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi  [Mr.  Eastland]  is  paired  with 
the  Senator  from  Maryland  [Mr.  But¬ 
ler].  If  present  and  voting,  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Mississippi  would  vote  “nay,” 
and  the  Senator  from  Maryland  would 
vote  “yea.” 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Bennett],  the 
Senator  from  California  [Mr.  Kuchel], 
and  the  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr. 
Prouty]  are  absent  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  New  Hampshire  [Mr. 
Bridges],  the  Senator  from  Maryland 
[Mr.  Butler],  and  the  Senator  from 
Kentucky  [Mr.  Cooper]  are  necessarily 
absent. 

The  Senator  from  Arizona  [Mr.  Gold- 
water]  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate. 

The  Senator  from  Maryland  [Mr.  But¬ 
ler]  is  paired  with  the  Senator  from 
Mississippi  [Mr.  Eastland].  If  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Maryland 
would  vote  "yea,”  and  the  Senator  from 
Mississippi  would  vote  “nay.” 

If  present  and  voting  the  Senator  from 
Utah  [Mr.  Bennett],  the  Senator  from 
Kentucky  [Mr.  Cooper],  and  the  Senator 
from  Vermont  [Mr.  Prouty]  would  each 
vote  “yea.” 

The  Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Cape¬ 
hart]  was  excused  from  casting  his  vote 
by  the  Senate. 

The  result  was  announced— yeas  57, 
nays  20,  as  follows: 

YEAS— 57 


Aiken 

Frear 

Morton 

Allott 

Gore 

Moss 

Bartlett 

T3reen 

Mundt 

Beall 

Gruening 

Muskie 

Bible 

Hart 

Neuberger 

Bush 

Hartke 

O’Mahoney 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Hickenlooper 

Proxmire 

Cannon 

Hruska 

Randolph 

Carlson 

Humphrey 

Robertson 

Carroll 

Jackson 

Saltonstail 

Case,  N.J. 

Javits 

Schoeppel 

Case,  S.  Dak. 

Keating 

Scott 

Clark 

Langer 

Smathers 

Cotton 

Lausche 

Smith 

Curtis 

Magnuson 

Thurmond 

Dirksen 

Martin 

Wile/ 

Dodd 

McGee 

Williams,  Del. 

Douglas 

McNamara 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Dworshak  « 

Morse 

Young,  Ohio 

NAYS-420 

• 

Anderson  . 

Hennings! 

McClellan 

Chavez  / 

Holland  1 

Murray  / 

Ellender  / 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Russeliy 

Engle 

Johnston,  S.C. 

Stennis 

Ervin 

Jordan 

Symingtpn 

Fulbright 

Long 

Yarborough 

Hayden 

McCarthy 

NOT  VOTING— 

-21 

Bennett 

Eastland 

Mansfield 

Bridges 

Goldwater 

Monroney 

Butler 

Hill 

Pastore 

Byrd,  Va. 

Kefauver 

Prouty 

Capehart 

Kennedy 

Sparkman 

Church 

Kerr 

Talmadge 

Cooper 

Kuchel 

Williams,  N.J. 

So  the  amendment  of  Mr.  Williams 
of  Delaware  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS .  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  move  that  the  Senate  recon- 
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sider  the  vote  by  which  the  amendment 
was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  move  to  lay  that 
motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware  subse¬ 
quently  said:  Mr.  President,  the  senior 
Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Cooper] 
was  unavoidably  absent  today.  On  his 
behalf,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
printed  in  the  body  of  the  Record  a 
statement  which  he  has  prepared  in 
support  of  my  amendment  which  was 
agreed  to  earlier  today.  I  ask  that  the 
statement  be  printed  at  the  appropriate 
place  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Statement  by  Senator  Cooper 

A  commitment  to  attenck  the  Southern 
Baptist  Convention  in  Louisville,  Ky„  re¬ 
quired  my  absence  from  Washington  today. 
I  had  been  invited  some  time  ago  to  appear 
on  the  program  at  this  convention  with  my 
friend,  Brooks  Hays,  formerly  Congressman 
from  Arkansas  and  now  a  Director  of  the 
Tennessee  Valley  Authority,  and  was  very 
happy  to  do  so.  However,  I  did  not  antic¬ 
ipate  that  the  Senator  from  Delaware  [Mr. 
Williams]  would  offer  an  amendment  to  the 
wheat  bill  today  to  place  a  limit  on  price 
support  payments  to  farmers  and  to  corpora¬ 
tions  engaged  in  farming. 

I  strongly  support  the  principle  of  estab¬ 
lishing  reasonable  limits  on  the  amount  of 
Government  price  support  payments,  and  on 
price  support  loans  which,  when  unre¬ 
deemed,  amount  to  Government  payments. 
While  I  recognize  the  fact  that  price  support 
activities  are  effective  in  helping  to  protect 
the  price  for  all  farmers,  regardless  of  the 
size  of  the  operation  of  the  individual  pro¬ 
ducer  who  benefits  first  and  most  directly, 
I  am  opposed  to  large  payments  which  in 
effect  encourage  production  for  Govern¬ 
ment-owned  stocks  rather  than  for  the 
market. 

Limits  are  already  established  by  admin¬ 
istrative  regulations,  or  by  law,  for  several 
other  kinds  of  farm  programs  such  as  the 
soil  bank,  the  agricultural  conservation  pro¬ 
gram,  and  the  like.  The  principle  I  support 
is  properly  applied  first  to  these  direct  pay¬ 
ments,  and  I  hope  the  Congress  will  con¬ 
tinue  to  review  the  level  of  these  limita¬ 
tions.  Price  support  loans  differ  sharply 
from  direct  payment  plans,  for  under  the 
loan  programs  the  farmer  puts  up  his  crop 
as  collateral  for  the  loan,  and  if  forfeited 
the  Government  takes  title  to  this  collateral. 
The  crop  has  value,  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  inventories  are  not  a  loss  to 
the  country  but  an  asset  belonging  to  the 
Government,  so  'the  amount  of  the  loan  is 
by  no  means  a  measure  of  any  subsidy  or 
loss  on  the  support  operation. 

However,  in  my  opinion  the  price  support 
programs  are  designed  primarily  for  the  pro¬ 
tection  of  family  farms,  and  especially  to 
help  smaller  farmers.  In  my  own  State  of 
Kentucky,  there  are  very  few  large  or  cor¬ 
porate  farm  operations.  The  typical  Ken¬ 
tucky  farmer  must  work  a  smaller  acreage, 
and  in  fact  has  less  income  from  his  farm 
than  the  average  farmer  in  the  United  States. 
These  small  family  farms  must  be  protected. 
The  bill  to  establish  a  second  Country  Life 
Commission,  which  I  introduced  last  year 
and  on  which  I  testified  before  the  House 
Committee  on  Agriculture,  is  designed  to 
encourage  and  protect  family  farms  and  to 
recognize  the  importance  of  rural  life  to 
the  entire  Nation. 

It  is  apparent,  from  the  evidence  present¬ 
ed  by  the  Senator  from  Delaware  and  oth¬ 
ers  that  huge  Government  payments  are  be¬ 


ing  made  to  a  few  individuals  under  present 
price  support  programs.  The  benefits  of  our 
price  support  programs  must  continue  to  be 
directed  primarily  toward  the  farmers  who 
need  help  most — rather  than  to  highly  me¬ 
chanized  farms  which  have  large  resources 
of  their  own,  which  are  in  the  best  position 
to  produce  efficiently  and  at  low  unit  cost, 
and  which  therefore  have  far  less,  if  any, 
need  of  Government  price  supports. 

I  have  asked  that  I  be  recorded  in  favor 
of  the  amendment  offered  by  the  Senator 
from  Delaware,  Mr.  Williams.  If  I  had  been 
present  I  would  have  voted  against  the  sub¬ 
stitute  offered  by  the  Senator  from_  Min¬ 
nesota,  Mr.  Humphrey,  even  though  it  rep¬ 
resented  a  step  in  the  right  direction,  in 
order  to  have  the  opportunity  of  voting  for 
the  Williams’  amendment,  which  goes  fur¬ 
ther. 

I  particularly  want  to  point  out  that  in 
the  operation  of  the  tobacco  price  support 
program,  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
makes  price  support  loans  to  farmers’  co¬ 
operative  marketing  associations — commonly 
known  as  the  tobacco  pools — which  in  turn 
make  the  price  support  advances  to  individ¬ 
ual  tobacco  growers.  I  am  certain  that  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Delaware, 
which  has  been  overwhelmingly  adopted  by 
the  Senate,  does  not  contemplate  applying 
any  limit  to  loans  made  to  these  cooperative 
associations,  which  are  under  contract  to  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  as  its  agents 
in  extending  tobacco  price  supports  to  farm¬ 
ers.  I  appreciate  the  action  ot  the  Senator 
from  Vermont,  Mr.  Aiken,  in  making  this 
point  clear  during  the  debate,  as  well  as  that 
of  the  Senators  from  Delaware  and  Minnesota 
in  clarifying  the  language  of  the  amendment 
adopted  by  the  Senate. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
offer  an  amendment  which  I  ask  to  have 
read. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated  for  the  infor¬ 
mation  of  t^he  Senate. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  At  the  proper 
place  in  the  bill,  it  is  proposed  to  insert: 

In  the  case  of  any  loan  to,  or  purchase 
from,  a  cooperative  marketing  organization, 
the  limitation  of  $35,000  shall  not  apply  to 
the  amount  of  price  support  extended  to  the 
cooperative  marketing  organization;  but  the 
amount  of  price  support  made  available  to 
any  person  through  such  cooperative  market¬ 
ing  organization  shall  be  included  in  deter¬ 
mining  the  amount  of  price  support  ex¬ 
tended  to  such  persons  for  the  purpose  of 
applying  such  limitation.  The  term  “per¬ 
son”  shall  mean  any  individual,  partner¬ 
ship,  firm,  joint  stock  company,  corporation, 
association,  trust,  estate,  or  other  legal 
entity  or  a  State,  political  subdivision  of  a 
State  or  any  agency  thereof  except  that  in 
the  case  of  a  partnership  made  up  of  two  or 
more  separate  families  or  households  each 
such  family  or  household  may  be  considered 
at  its  option  as  a  person  for  the  purposes  of 
this  subsection.  The  Secretary  shall  issue 
regulations  prescribing  such  rules  as  he 
determines  necessary  to  assure  a  fair  and 
effective  application  of  such  limitation,  and 
to  prevent  evasion  of  such  limitation. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  this 
matter  was  discussed  with  the  Senator 
from  Delaware  [Mr.  Williams]  and  the 
Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr.  Aiken] 
when  the  $35,000  proposal  came  up.  We 
discussed  whether  it  applied  to  a  co¬ 
operative  collectively  or  to  the  members 
of  the  cooperative  individually.  The 
Senator  from  Delaware  responded  in  the 
affirmative — namely,  that  the  limitation 
is  not  upon  the  cooperative  marketing 
association,  as  such,  but  is  upon  the  in¬ 
dividual  members. 


Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  from  Minne¬ 
sota  yield? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  What 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota  has  said  is 
correct;  that  was  the  definite  under¬ 
standing — namely,  that  my  amendment 
applies  the  limitation  to  each  individual. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  As  I 
said,  I  was  trying  to  provide  that  each 
individual  shall  be  allowed  to  receive  that 
much,  but  no  more. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  If  two 
or  three  market  collectively,  each  will  be 
allowed  to  receive  that  much,  but  not  a 
duplication  of  it. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  do  not 
think  the  language  now  proposed  is  nec¬ 
essary.  But  if  it  is  necessary,  I.  have 
no  objection  to  spelling  out  the  intent. 

The  amendment  is  rather  long,  and 
I  do  not  believe  all  of  it  is  necessary. 
Will  the  Senator  from  Minnesota  with¬ 
hold  the  amendment  temporarily?  If, 
upon  further  study,  we  find  that  such  an 
amendment  is  necessary,  I  am  sure  we 
can  reach  agreement  in  regard  to  it 
because,  as  I  told  the  Senator  from  Ver¬ 
mont,  the  amendment  already  agreed  to 
imposes  an  overall  limitation  of  $35,000 
on  the  amount  which  any  one  person 
can  receive,  and  provides  the  mechanics 
for  his  receiving  it. 

So  I  should  like  to  have  a  chance  to 
examine  further  the  proposal  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Minnesota.  After  we  have 
examined  it  further,  if  we  then  believe 
it  to  be  necessary,  the  Senator  from  Min¬ 
nesota  can  offer  it  later. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
appreciate  the  attitude  of  the  Senator 
from  Delaware.  A  number  of  Senators 
represent  States  in  which  the  coopera¬ 
tives  are  very  important  to  both  agri¬ 
cultural  distribution  and  agricultural 
production.  I  realize  that  the  debate 
which  occurs  here  is  a  part  of  the  leg¬ 
islative  history ;  but  I  also  realize  that 
debate  is  not  a  substitute  for  statutory 
language.  I  hope  this  amendment  will 
be  adop'ted.  If  any  difficulty  about  it 
should  develop,  the  amendment  could  be 
clarified  in  conference,  in  connection 
with  whatever  bill  was  finally  passed  by 
both  Houses,  rather  than  to  have  to  rely 
on  an  explanatory  statement  in  the 
Record. 

I  believe  there  is  everything  to  be 
gained  by  pinning  down  this  matter. 
I  say  to  the  Senator  from  Delaware  that 
my  objective  is  the  same  as  his,  and  his 
objective  is  the  same  as  mine;  all  of  us 
agree  on  this  point.  But  I  believe  stat¬ 
utory  language  is  necessary  in  this  in¬ 
stance,  rather  than  to  rely  on  what  we 
might  call  the  overtones  of  legislative 
history.  So  I  believe  the  amendment 
should  be  adopted.  After  it  is  adopted, 
if  we  find  that  it  needs  to  be  modified, 
then,  as  a  member  of  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  and  Forestry,  I  say  that  it 
can  be  modified  in  conference  in  such 
a  way  as  to  provide  for  accomplishment 
of  the  purpose  on  which  both  of  us  agree. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Again, 
I  say  there  is  no  difference  between  what 
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the  Senator  from  Minnesota  wants  spe¬ 
cifically  spelled  out  in  the  bill  and  what 
I  want  specifically  spelled  out  in  the  bill. 

I  do  not  believe  his  amendment  is 
necessary;  but  if  there  is  any  doubt 
about  that  in  the  minds  of  some,  I  have 
no  objection  to  spelling  out  what  we 
intend. 

But  I  ask  the  Senator  from  Minnesota 
to  withhold  his  amendment,  so  we  can 
study  further  the  proposed  language  be¬ 
fore  we  vote  on  it,  because  I  wish  to  be 
sure  that  we  do  not  open  up  the  matter 
beyond  what  we  are  trying  to  do. 

I  repeat  that  in  connection  with  the 
amendment  as  prepared  and  as  offered, 
there  was  a  definite  understanding  that 
under  all  circumstances  each  man,  each 
producer,  could  receive  jthe  maximum 
credit  allowed  by  the  preceding  amend¬ 
ment,  regardless  of  whether  he  marketed 
his  crop  individually  or  collectively. 

So,  Mr.  President,  if  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  will  withhold  his  amend¬ 
ment,  so  we  can  study  it  further  later 
in  the  day,  I  shall  appreciate  that  very 
much. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
shall  withdraw  the  amendment — with 
the  option  of  resubmitting  it  later — so 
other  Senators  may  have  an  opportunity 
to  study  it. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  thank 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  But  I  wish  to  have 
the  amendment  agreed  to,  in  .order  to 
clarify  the  preceding  amendment. 

So,  Mr.  President,  I  shall  now  with¬ 
draw  my  amendment.  I  shall  appre¬ 
ciate  it  if  the  Senator  from  Delaware 
will  look  into  the  amendment  and  will 
check  on  it  with  the  Department.  I  am 
asking  the  staff  of  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  and  Forestry  to  check  on 
the  amendment,  in  order  to  make  sure 
that  it  will  fulfill  the  objective  on  which 
both  the  Senator  from  Delaware  and  I 
agree. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  thank 
the  Senator. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Accordingly,  Mr. 
President,  I  now  withdraw  the  amend¬ 
ment  temporarily. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from -Minne¬ 
sota  is  temporarily  withdrawn. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
submit  another  amendment,  which  I  ask 
to  have  stated;  it  is  my  amendment 
which  relates  to  the  price  support  levels 
on  the  production  of  wheat,  including 
the  reduction  in  acreage. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  submitted  by  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  Beginning  on 
page  1,  in  line  5,  it  is  proposed  to  strike 
out  all  of  section  106,  and  to  insert  in 
lieu  thereof  a  new  section  106. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  amend¬ 
ment  I  am  now  offering — it  is  a  portion 
of  the  amendment  which  has  been 
printed — be  printed  at  this  point  in  the 
Record,  so  a  formal  record  of  it  will  be 
made.  Then  I  wish  to  explain  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  will  be  printed 


at  this  point  in  the  Record,  without  be¬ 
ing  read  in  full. 

The  amendment  submitted  by  Mr. 
Humphrey  is  as  follows: 

Beginning  on  page  1,  line  5,  strike  out  all 
of  section  106  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the 
following : 

“Sec.  106.  (a)  Notwithstanding  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  101  of  this  Act,  for  each 
of  the  1960  and  1961  crops  of  wheat  price 
support  shall  be  made  available  as  provided 
in  this  section.  The  support  price  for  each 
such  crop  shall  be  85  per  centum  of  the 
parity  price  therefor.  Wheat  of  any  such 
crop  shall  be  eligible  for  price  support  only 
if  (1)  the  farm  on  which  the  wheat  is  pro¬ 
duced  is  in  compliance  with  the  farm  wheat 
acreage  allotment  for  such  crop,  and  (2)  the 
total  acreage  on  the  farm  devoted  to  the 
production  of  crops  supported  under  the  Ag¬ 
ricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  which 
would  normally  be  harvested  in  the  calendar 
year  in  which  the  wheat  crop  for  which  the 
producer  applies  for  price  support  is  normally 
harvested,  does  not  exceed  the  total  average 
annual  acreage  on  the  farm  devoted  to  the 
production  of  such  price  supported  crops  for 
harvest  in  1957  and  1958,  less  an  acreage 
equal  to  20  per  centum  of  the  farm  acreage 
allotment  for  the  crop  of  wheat  for  which 
application  for  price  support  is  made  which 
would  be  in  effect  for  the  farm  except  for 
the  reduction  thereof  as  provided  in  section 
344(c)  (2)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 
of  1938,  as  amended :  Provided,  however.  That 
a  farm  shall  be  deemed  in  compliance  with 
the  foregoing  requirements  for  price  sup¬ 
port  for  wheat  if  no  crop  other  than  wheat 
supported  under  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949, 
as  amended,  is  produced  on  the  farm  for 
harvest  in  1960  or  1961,  whichever  is  ap¬ 
plicable,  and  the  farm  is  in  compliance  with 
the  farm  wheat  acreage  allotment.  In  ac¬ 
cordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary,  the  acreage  of  such  price  sup¬ 
ported  crops  for  1957  and  1958  may  be  ad¬ 
justed  for  abnormal  wheather  conditions, 
established  crop-rotation  practices  for  the 
farm,  diversion  under  soil  bank  programs, 
and  to  reflect  history  acreage  preserved  under 
section  377  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  to  the  extent  of 
any  unused  allotment  not  diverted  to  the 
production  of  such  price  supported  crops. 
For  the  purposes  of  this  section  a  producer 
shall  not  be  deemed  to  have  exceeded  the 
farm  acreage  allotment  or  the  acerage  of  per¬ 
mitted  price  supported  crops  for  the  farm 
unless  the  producer  knowingly  exceeded  such 
allotment  or  permitted  acreage.  In  addition, 
for  the  1960  or  1961  crops  of  wheat,  if  the 
producers  on  the  farm  meet  the  foregoing 
requirements  for  price  support  and,  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary,  designate  an  acreage  on  the  farm 
equal  to  the  20  per  centum  reduction  in  the 
farm  acreage  allotment  required  under  sec¬ 
tion  344(c)  (2)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjust¬ 
ment  Act,  as  amended,  for  the  particular 
crop  of  wheat  and  do  not  produce  any  crop 
thereon  which  is  normally  harvested  in  the 
calendar  year  in  which  the  particular  crop 
of  wheat  is  normally  harvested  and  do  not 
graze  such  acreage  during  such  year,  such 
producers  shall  be  entitled  to  a  wheat  pay¬ 
ment  in  kind  from  Commodity  Credit  Corpo¬ 
ration  stocks  equal  in  value  to  one-third  of 
the  average  annual  yield  in  bushels  of  wheat 
per  harvested  acre  on  the  farm  for  the  three 
years  immediately  preceding  the  year  for 
which  the  designation  is  made,  adjusted  for 
abnormal  wheather  conditions  and  as  de¬ 
termined  under  regulations  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary,  multiplied  by  the  number  of  desig¬ 
nated  acres.  Such  wheat  may  be  marketed 
without  penalty  but  shall  not  be  eligible  for 
price  support.  The  payment  in  kind  shall  be 
made  by  the  issuance  of  a  negotiable  certifi¬ 
cate  which  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
shall  redeem  in  wheat  equal  in  value  to  the 


value  of  the  cetrlficate.  The  certificate  shall 
have  a  value  equal  to  the  number  of  bushels 
determined  as  aforesaid  multiplied  by  the 
basic  county  support  rate  per  bushel  for 
number  one  wheat  of  the  crop  normally 
harvested  in  the  year  for  which  the  acreage 
is  designated  and  for  the  county  in  which  the 
designated  acreage  is  located.  The  wheat  re¬ 
deemable  for  such  certificate  shall  be  valued 
at  the  market  price  thereof  as  determined 
by  Commodity  Credit  Corporation.  The  Sec¬ 
retary  shall  provide  by  regulation  for  the 
sharing  of  a  certificate  among  producers  on 
the  farm  on  a  fair  and  equitable  basis.  The 
acreage  on  the  farm  which  would  otherwise 
be  eligible  to  be  placed  in  the  conserva¬ 
tion  reserve  program  for  1960  or  1961  shall 
be  reduced  by  an  amount  equal  to  the  re¬ 
quired  reduction  of  20  per  centum  under  sec¬ 
tion  344(c)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  for  the  wheat  crop 
of  the  corresponding  year.  Price  support  at 
85  per  centum  of  parity  under  this  section 
shall  be  made  available  only  to  cooperators 
and  only  if  producers  have  not  disapproved 
marketing  quotas  for  the  crop. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President, 
Senators  have  on  their  desks  my  printed 
amendment  to  Senate  bill  1968. 

First,  Mr.  President,  the  purpose  of 
the  amendment,  beginning  in  line  25,  on 
page  4,  and  extending  through  page  5, 
has  already  been  accomplished  by  the 
amendment  submitted  by  the  Senator 
from  Delaware  [Mr.  Williams! — that  is 
to  say,  in  the  case  of  the  limitation  of 
$35,000. 

Second,  the  proposal  relating  to  co¬ 
operative  marketing  organizations  was 
offered  for  purposes  of  debate,  but  was 
momentarily  or  temporarily  withdrawn 
until  some  of  my  colleagues  have  an  op¬ 
portunity  to  examine  it  more  thoroughly. 

Therefore,  Mr.  President,  the  amend¬ 
ment  now  before  the  Senate  is  the  one 
on  pages  1,  2,  and  3,  of  my  printed 
amendment,  and  down  to  and  including 
line  25  on  page  4,  together  with  a  tech¬ 
nical  modification  which  I  have  sent  to 
the  desk — namely,  in  section  2  of  the 
bill,  in  subsection  (b),  on  page  5,  after 
the  word  “producers”,  in  line  11,  strike 
out  the  word  “electing”,  and  in  line  12 
strike  out  the  word  “choice.”  The 
striking  out  of  those  words,  which  now 
appear  on  page  5  of  the  bill,  is  necessi¬ 
tated  by  the  amendment  to  the  first  sec¬ 
tion  of  the  bill.  That  amendment  on 
page  5  of  the  bill  is  simply  a  technical, 
clarifying  amendment  in  the  part  of  Sen¬ 
ate  bill  1968  to  which  my  amendment  is 
offered. 

Mr.  President,  I  wish  to  call  the  at¬ 
tention  of  the  Senate  to  the  purpose  of 
my  amendment.  I  shall  address  my  re¬ 
marks  to  the  Senators  who  now  are  in 
the  Chamber — who  are  limited  in  num¬ 
ber,  but  are  not  at  all  limited  in  quality; 
the  quality  is  extremely  good. 

Mr.  President,  the  purpose  of  the  pend¬ 
ing  wheat  bill  should  be  to  limit  wheat 
production,  on  the  one  hand — because  of 
the  excess  supply — and,  on  the  other 
hand,  to  improve  the  income  position  of 
the  farmer  who  is  a  wheat  producer. 

I  know  there  has  been  a -great  deal  of 
talk  to  the  effect  that  we  must  enact  a 
wheat  bill,  so  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  can  do  something  about  this  sit¬ 
uation.  But,  Mr.  President,  the  enact¬ 
ment  of  a  wheat  bill  is  needed  because 
we  must  do  something  about  the  1  billion 
bushels,  approximately,  of  surplus  wheat 
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which  now  are  in  the  possession  of  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation;  and  we 
need  to  enact  a  wheat  bill  which  will 
permit  the  wheat  farmer  to  have  suffi¬ 
cient  income  from  his  production  to  at 
least  permit  him  to  enjoy  a  reasonable 
standard  of  living. 

The  Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr. -Cape- 
hart]  stated,  the  other  evening,  with  his 
usual  candor  and  frankness,  a  truism; 
he  said  that  a  reduction  of  the  price 
supports  of  agricultural  commodities 
would  not  decrease  production;  instead, 
the  result  woiild  be  to  increase  produc¬ 
tion.  Then  he  spelled  that  out.  He 
pointed  out  that  when  the  price  the 
farmer  receives  for  his  agricultural  pro¬ 
duction  goes  down,  the  farmer  simply 
produces  a  little  more,  in  order  to  ob¬ 
tain  the  income  he  needs  to  have  in  order 
to  be  able  to  supply  the  wants  of  his 
family  and  of  his  business. 

Mr.  President,  my  amendment  is  predi¬ 
cated  on  the  assumption  that  if  we  wish 
to  cut  back  production,  we  must  provide 
a  price-support  program  which  will  offer 
an  incentive  for  fanner  compliance. 

We  would  not  succeed  in  cutting  back 
production  if  we  were  to  provide  for  65 
percent  of  parity;  instead,  there  would 
be  greater  production.  Production 
would  not  be  decreased  by  providing  for 
80  percent  of  parity  and  a  20-percent 
acreage  reduction,  because  fanners 
would  not  accept  80  percent  of  parity, 
along  with  a  20  percent  acreage  reduc¬ 
tion,  when  they  could  have  65  percent 
of  parity  and  could  produce  all  they 
wanted  to  produce  on  the  55  million  al¬ 
lotted  acres. 

The  purpose  of  the  Humphrey  amend¬ 
ment  is  made  all  the  more  evident  by  the 
action  which  the  Senate  has  just  taken 
in  limiting  the  amount  of  price  support 
loans  to  $35,000,  in  this  instance  to  any 
one  farm. 

I  tried  to  point  out  awhile  ago  that 
it  is  not  likely  that  a  cotton  farmer,  for 
example,  will  engage  in  rice  production 
or  wheat  production  overnight,  because 
there  is  such  a  large  investment  in  any 
one  particular  kind  of  farming.  There¬ 
fore,  my  amendment  was  offered  on  the 
basis  of  putting  a  ceiling  of  $35,000  on 
crop  loans  for  any  one  major  commodity. 
I  believe  in  a  ceiling  on  crop  loans. 

The  Senate  having  acted  so  decisively 
in  restricting  to  $35,000  the  maximum 
crop  loan  that  any  one  farm  or  any  one 
farmer  can  have,  there  is  an  extra  in¬ 
centive  provided  in  my  amendment  in 
terms  of  cutting  production.  Further¬ 
more,  there  surely  are  some  guarantees 
as  to  how  much  money  the  taxpayer  will 
have  to  put  into  this  program. 

My  amendment  will,  in  the  first  place, 
reduce  production.  It  will  reduce  acre¬ 
age  20  percent.  My  amendment  provides 
a  price  support  loan  of  85  percent  of  par¬ 
ity  on  the  bushels  of  wheat  to  be  pro¬ 
duced  on  the  remaining  acres.  But  the 
limitation  of  $35,000  has  already  been 
voted  into  the  bill,  so  there  is  an  extra 
protection  to  the  taxpayer  in  terms  of 
any  obligation  on  the  part  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  with  regard  to  crop 
loans. 

I  had  provided  for  all  this  in  one 
amendment.  The  amendment  which  I 
had  placed  at  the  desk  last  evening  pro¬ 


vided  that  acreage  allotments  would  be 
cut  20  percent. 

It  provided  a  limitation  of  $35,000  in 
price -support  loans  to  any  one  person  in 
any  one  year. 

It  provided  a  payment  in  kind  for  di¬ 
verted  acres  not  used  for  a  harvested 
crop  or  for  grazing. 

It  prevented  planting  of  any  price  sup¬ 
ported  crop  on  diverted  acres. 

My  amendment,  which  was  proposed 
to  the  committee  bill,  imposed  penalties 
on  the  actual  yield  of  the  excess  acres, 
or  double  the  normal  yield,  if  the  actual 
yield  was  not  shown. 

It  provided  a  price  support  at  85  per¬ 
cent  of  parity,  to  encourage  participa¬ 
tion. 

The  amendment  increased  the  market¬ 
ing  penalty  to  the  basic  support  rate, 
which  was  85  percent  of  parity. 

My  amendment  reduced  the  15 -acre 
exemption  to  12  acres,  and  restricted  it 
to  farms  which  planted  wheat  in  1957, 
1958,  or  1959. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  I  wish  to  commend 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota  for  the 
clear  statement  he  has  made.  As  a  re¬ 
sult  of  the  reduction  in  income,  farmers 
will  have  to  produce  more  in  order  to 
get  as  much  income  as  they  previously 
did. 

If  I  may,  I  should  like  to  talk  about 
the  bill  for  a  moment,  because  I  think 
my  statement  will  fully  support  the  po¬ 
sition  which  has  been  taken  by  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Minnesota. 

Let  us  use  a  hypothetical  case  which, 
however,  is  based  on  actual  data.  I  have 
before  me  the  number  of  farms  by  al¬ 
lotment  acres  in  the  three  principal 
wheat  crop  reporting  districts  in  the 
State  of  Colorado.  The  report  covers 
17,153  farms. 

Let  us  assume  that  the  yield  of  wheat 
per  acre  is  22  bushels.  I  think  the  1959 
support  is  75  percent  of  parity,  which 
today  amounts  to  $1.82  a  bushel. 

Let  us  assume  a  Colorado  farm  with  a 
500 -acre  wheat  allotment,  250  acres  of 
which  go  into  planting  and  250  of  which 
go  into  summer  fallow.  Two  hundred 
and  fifty  acres  at  22  bushels  an  acre 
equals  5,500  bushels.  At  a  support  price 
of  $1.82,  that  amounts  to  $9,955.  Earlier 
in  the  debate  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Minnesota  talked  about  500  acres. 
I  am  now  talking  about  a  Colorado 
wheat  farm  with  a  500-acre  wheat 
allotment. 

Let  us  look  at  plan  A. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Does  the  Senator 
refer  to  plan  A  in  the  committee  bill, 
providing  65  percent  of  parity? 

Mr.  CARROLL.  Yes,  250  acres  at  22 
bushels  an  acre  gives  a  total  of  5,500 
bushels.  If  wheat  is  supported  at  65 
percent  of  parity,  which  is  $2.37,  it 
amounts  to  $1.54  a  bushel;  $1.54  times 
5,500  bushels  gives  us  $8,470. 

I  am  referring  to  a  dry  land  area, 
where  there  is  no  opportunity  for  diver¬ 
sification  or  rotation  of  crops.  The 
farmer  in  that  area  today  is  struggling 
because  of  the  price-cost  squeeze. 

Under  this  proposal,  that  farmer’s  in¬ 
come  would  be  reduced  $1,485,  or  from 
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12  to  14  percent,  under  plan  A  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  But  if  the  farmer 
selects  that  particular  option,  there  will 
be  no  reduction  in  production. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  The  Senator  is  exact¬ 
ly  correct.  So  the  proposal  does  not  go 
to  the  core  of  the  problem,  as  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Minnesota  has  said.  The  ques¬ 
tion  involved  is  how  to  reduce  produc¬ 
tion.  The  proposal  does  not  go  to  that 
problem  at  all.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  it 
will  stimulate  production,  because  of  the 
tremendous  loss  in  income  to  the  farmer. 

Under  plan  B,  which  is  80  percent  of 
parity,  if  the  farmer  takes  a  20-per¬ 
cent  acreage  cut,  on  the  same  250  acres, 
the  number  of  acres  left  in  production 
will  be  200.  The  farmer  will  be  cutting 
production  in  order  to  get  80  percent  of 
parity.  Eighty  percent  of  $2.37  is  $1.90. 
But  the  number  of  bushels  produced  has 
been  reduced  from  5,500  to  4,400.  ~ 

What  does  the  Senator  think  the  loss 
to  the  hypothetical  farmer  will  be?  Un¬ 
der  plan  B,  the  loss  will  be  greater  than 
it  will  be  under  plan  A,  because  his  loss 
will  be  $1,595. 

As  I  understand  the  amendment  of 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Minne¬ 
sota,  it  is  designed  to  increase  the  per¬ 
centage  parity.  It  also  contains  a  cut¬ 
back  in  production.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Yes. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  I  have  not  had  an 
opportunity  to  compute  the  figures,  but 
I  am  afraid  that  the  adoption  even  of 
the  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  will  result  in  reducing  the 
income  of  the  500  acre  farmer  in  Colo¬ 
rado  to  which  I  have  referred. 

I  did  not  want  to  interrupt  the  state¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Minnesota, 
but  his  explanation  was  so  lucid,  name¬ 
ly,  that  our  problem  is  how  to  cut  pro¬ 
duction  and  still  not  destroy  some  of  the 
family  farms  in  America,  that  I  thought 
I  should  interrupt. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  will  say  to  the 
Senator,  his  figures  are  most  helpful  in 
terms  of  gaining  better  understanding 
of  what  we  are  talking  about.  We  are 
talking  about  dollars  and  cents,  about 
bushels,  and  about  acreages. 

The  Senator  has  discussed  the  com¬ 
mittee  bill,  in  part.  The  Senator  has  dis¬ 
cussed  the  provision  for  65  percent  of 
parity  at  the  full  acreage  allotment  of  55 
million  acres.  The  Senator  has  dis¬ 
cussed  the  option  of  80  percent  of  parity 
with  a  20-percent  reduction  in  the 
allotted  acreage. 

My  proposal  is  different.  My  proposal 
is  that  if  a  farmer  cuts  20  percent  of  his 
acreage  he  will  receive  85  percent  of 
parity.  If  he  "does  not,  there  will  be  a 
greater  reduction.  If  the  farmers  do  not 
vote  for  marketing  quotas — in  other 
words,  if  the  farmers  turn  back  the  pro¬ 
gram  of  a  20  percent  reduction  in  acre¬ 
age  in  order  to  obtain  85  percent  of 
parity — then  the  farmers  will  receive 
only  50  percent  of  parity  for  production 
on  the  allotted  acres. 

I  want  the  Senate  to  understand  that 
the  wheat  bill  which  is  before  us  is  a 
tough  bill.  Let  us  make  no  mistake 
about  it.  The  pending  wheat  bill,  Mr. 
President,  will  do  a  lot  of  things.  It  will 
reduce  the  15-acre  exemption  to  12 
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acres.  That  is  a  20  percent  reduction 
for  the  small  farmer.  The  bill  will  in¬ 
crease  the  marketing  penalty  to  the  basic 
support  rate,  which  will  mean  the  farmer 
will  have  a  real  penalty  if  he  overplants 
or  overmarkets.  The  bill  will  impose 
penalties  on  the  actual  yield  on  any  extra 
acres. 

The  present  law,  as  an  example,  im¬ 
poses  penalties,  but  not  upon  the  actual 
yield,  only  upon  a  small  percentage  of  the 
actual  yield. 

Furthermore,  Mr.  President,  the  bill 
provides  that  there  shall  be  no  price 
supports  whatsoever  for  those  who  do 
not  cooperate  with  the  program  under 
allotments  or  marketing  agreements. 

Speaking  now  with  respect  to  the  com¬ 
mittee  bill,  regardless-  of  what  we  do  as 
to  the  price  support  levels,  the  bill  will 
tighten  up  the  present  law.  It  will  re¬ 
duce  the  15-acre  exemption  to  a  12-acre 
exemption.  It  will  increase  the  penal¬ 
ties.  It  will  lift  the  amount  of  penalty 
for  the  actual  production  on  excess 
acres.  Furthermore,  it  will  take  price 
supports  away  from  those  who  do  not 
comply,  or  who  are  noncooperators. 

Mr.  President,  I  will  conclude  my  argu¬ 
ment  as  to  the  amendment  by  asking  a 
series  of  questions,  which  I  think  have 
built  within  them  the  answers. 

What  is  the  purpose  of  the  Senate  in 
dealing  with  proposed  wheat  legislation? 
We  already  have  wheat  legislation  on  the 
books.  The  purpose  of  the  Senate  i^*to 
design  legislation  which  will  reduce  pro¬ 
duction  and  will  start  to  reduce  the  great 
wheat  inventory  in  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  stocks,  at  the  same 
time  without  imposing  a  heavy  penalty 
upon  the  farmers  who  are  complying 
with  the  program  by  causing  a  sharp 
drop  in  farm  income. 

Furthermore,  the  purpose  of  the  farm 
program  which  we  are  talking  about  to¬ 
day  is  to  see  to  it  that  as  we  curb  wheat 
production  we  do  not  inflate  other  pro¬ 
duction.  The  Senator  from  Minnesota 
has  proposed  the  only  amendment  which 
has  what  we  call  cross-compliance.  I 
will  say  to  my  friends,  I  have  heard  much 
loose  talk,  in  Congress  and  out,  in  the 
press  and  in  the  magazines,  about  the 
fact  that  when  we  ask  farmers  to  divert 
acres,  to  take  acres  out  of  production  of 
wheat,  the  farmers  put  those  acres  into 
the  production  of  sorghums  or  of  some 
other  type  of  feed  grain.  The  Hum¬ 
phrey  amendment  has  strict  cross-com¬ 
pliance,  and  when  20  acres  are  taken  out 
of  production  it  will  mean  20  acres  will 
be  out  of  production  even  to  the  point 
where  there  will  be  no  grazing,  and 
nothing  will  be  planted  on  them. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  What  else  do  we 
wish  to  do  for  the  farmer  who  takes 
acres  out  of  production?  We  plan  to 
give  him  one-third  of  his  average  yield 
on  such  acres,  to  be  taken  out  of  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  stocks. 

In  other  words,  let  us  assume  that  20 
acres  are  taken  out  of  production,  and 
the  average  production  is  20  bushels  to 
the  acre.  That  would  be  400  bushels; 
400  bushels  would  be  the  average  pro¬ 
duction  on  the  20  acres  taken  out  of 
production.  We  would  then  give  to  the 


farmer  one-third  of  those  400  bushels,  to 
be  taken  out  of  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  stocks,  for  a  payment  in 
kind  because  he  complied  with  a  farm 
acreage  and  production  reduction  pro¬ 
gram. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  In  other  words, 
the  farmer  will  receive  approximately 
133  bushels  as  a  payment  in  kind  for  a 
real  compliance. 

If.  we  want  to  have  a  production  cut 
we  will  have  to  get  tough  about  it,  or  we 
will  not  get  it  done.  I  hope  the  Senate 
will  have  as  much  courage  in  cutting 
production  as  it  has  had  with  regard  to 
income. 

Several  Senators  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  Minnesota  has 
expired. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana  yield  me 
some  additional  time,  from  the  time  on 
the  bill? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  5  minutes  to  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Minnesota  from  the  time 
on  the  bill. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Oregon. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  shall  take  only  a 
minute. 

First,  I  wish  to  say  that  I  shall  sup¬ 
port  the  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  because  it  is  better  than  what 
we  have  before  us.  However,  I  much 
prefer  the  wheat  stabilization  program 
for  wheat,  which  the  Senator  from 
Kansas  and  I  have  supported  in  the 
Senate  for  some  time.  I  understand 
that  the  wheat  stabilization  amendment 
of  the  Senator  from  Kansas  will  be  of¬ 
fered  later  this  afternoon.  I  have  to 
make  a  decision  now  as  to  what  I  shall 
do  with  regard  to  the  Humphrey  amend¬ 
ment.  I  shall  support  the  amendment, 
because  even  if  we  adopt  the  amendment 
we  will  not  close  the  door,  necessarily,  to 
the  wheat  stabilization  program. 

Mr.  President,  I  should  like  to  state 
briefly  my  reasons  for  supporting  the 
Humphrey  amendment.  It  has  become 
increasingly  evident  that  action  is  neces¬ 
sary  to  reduce  the  wheat  inventory  car¬ 
ried  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion.  Intelligent  action  demands,  how¬ 
ever,  that  we  assure  ourselves  that  what 
we  do  will  accomplish  our  objective.  The 
bill,  as  reported  by  thq  committee,  will 
not,  in  my  judgment,  do  what  its  sup¬ 
porters  want  to  accomplish.  Therefore, 
for  the  purpose  of  strengthening  the 
chances  of  effective  operation,  I  shall 
support  the  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  to  provide  for  an  85 
percent  of  parity  price  support  with  a 
20-percent  reduction  in  the  allotted 
acreage.  I  say  that  as  a  Senator  from 
one  of  the  great  wheat  producing  States 
of  America. 

To  do  otherwise  would  mean  that  we 
expect  the  farmers  to  absorb  all  the  fi¬ 
nancial'  burden.  How  can  we  expect  the 
farmer  willingly  to  cut  his  own  economic 
throat?  We  must  provide  some  sort  of 
an  incentive  for  the  farmer. 
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I  understand  that  even  if  the  Hum¬ 
phrey  amendment  is  adopted  the  income 
of  the  farmers  will  be  slightly  less  than 
the  income  they  receive  under  the  pres¬ 
ent  75  percent  of  parity  support  prices. 
My  own  inclination  is  for  a  stronger  in¬ 
centive,  along  the  line  of  the  proposal 
for  a'  30-percent  reduction  in  acreages 
with  90  percent  of  parity  price  supports. 
Certainly  we  ought  to  provide  some  sort 
of  economic  umbrella  fgr  the  protection 
of  the  wheat  farmers. 

Mr.  President,  I  close  by  saying  to  the 
wheat  farmers  of  my  State  that  Mr. 
Floyd  Root,  of  Wacco,  Oreg.,  president 
of  the  National  Association  of  Wheat 
Growers,  is  present  at  the  Capitol  and 
has  been  listening  to  the  debate.  I  have 
consulted  with  him  on  various  occasions 
during  the  debate.  Although  he  and  I 
stand  shoulder  to  shoulder  in  favor  of 
the  wheat  stabilization  plan,  which  will 
be  proposed  later  this  afternoon  by  the 
Senator  from  Kansas,  he  agrees  with  me 
that  the  Humphrey  amendment  would 
improve  the  committee  bill  in  that  it 
would  permit  less  wheat  production,  but 
at  the  same  time  an  improved  parity 
price.  In  view  of  the  clear  case  which 
exists  for  the  need  for  some  change  in 
the  wheat  program,  I  am  pleased  to 
notify  the  Senator  from  Minnesota  that 
I  shall  support  his  amendment  because 
it  will  deal  with  the  problem  temporarily 
without  seriously  reducing  the  wheat 
farmers  income. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  am  very  grate¬ 
ful  to  the  Senator  from  Oregon. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  my  explanation  of  the 
amendment  printed  in  the  Record  at  this 
point. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Clark  in  the  chair) .  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  Senator  from  Min¬ 
nesota? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  explana¬ 
tion  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows : 

Humphrey  Wheat  Amendment — Brief  Ex¬ 
planation  op  S.  1968  as  Amended  by  Sen¬ 
ator  Humphrey 

The  bill  as  amended  would  accomplish 
four  major  objectives : 

1  Curb  production  of  wheat  and  thus  hold 
down  the  inventory  of  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation; 

2.  Curtail  tax  expenditures  through  re¬ 
duced  takeover  and  limitation  on  size  of 
loan; 

3.  Establish  a  price  support  at  a  realistic 
level  that  will  encourage  compliance  with 
the  allotment  reduction  without  a  drastic 
reduction  in  farm  income; 

4.  Provide  program  benefits  only  to  those 
who.  comply  with  the  regulations. 

This  bill,  with  respect  to  the  1960  and  1961 
wheat  crops,  would — 

1.  Reduce  farm- acreage  allotments  20  per¬ 
cent; 

2.  Limit  price  support  to  any  person  in 
any  year  to  $35,000; 

3.  Provide  a  payment  in  kind  for  diverted 
acres  not  used  for  a  harvested  crop  or  for 
grazing; 

4.  Prevent  planting  of  any  price-supported 
crop  on  diverted  acres; 

5.  Impose  penalties  on  the  actual  yield  of 
the  excess  acres  (or  double  the  normal  yield, 
if  the  actual  yield  is  not  shown); 

6.  Provide  price  support  at  85  percent  of 
parity,  to  encourage  participation; 

7.  Increase  the  marketing  penalty  to  the 
basic  support  rate  (85  percent  of  parity); 
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8.  Reduce  the  15-acre  exemption  to  12 
acres  and  restrict  it  to  farms  which  planted 
wheat  in  1957,  1958,  or  1959. 

In  addition,  it  would  permanently  repeal 
authority  of  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  sup¬ 
port  prices  to  noncooperators  for  wheat,  cot¬ 
ton,  rice,  pea'huts,  or  tobacco. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield  now  to  the 
Senator  from  Colorado. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  Let  me  say  to  the 
distinguished  Senator  that  I  have  talked 
about  plan  A  and  plan  B,  as  contained  in 
the  proposed  legislation.  I  now  examine 
the  so-called  Humphrey  amendment.  I 
observe  a  much  better  position  with  re¬ 
ference  to  the  loss  of  income  to  the 
farmer.  Why?  Because  he  would  get 
85  percent  of  parity;  although  I  think 
the  record  should  be  clear  that  that  still 
represents  a  loss  of  income  to  the  farmer. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  Senator  is 
saying  that  it  represents  a  loss  on  the 
basis  of  a  crop  loan;  but  the  purpose  of 
the  Humphrey  amendment  is  to  raise  the 
market  price.  The  crop  loan  is  net.  sup¬ 
posed  to  be  a  ceiling,  but  rather  a  mini¬ 
mum.  Is  the  Senator  referring  to  the 
loss  of  income  in  terms  of  price  support 
loans? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  Mr.  President,  may  I 
have  an  additional  minute  to  propound 
a  question  to  the  Senator  from  Minne¬ 
sota? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield  the  Senator 
from  Colorado  2  minutes  out  of  my  time. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  I  thank  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  President,  some  of  us  do  not  un¬ 
derstand  what  is  meant  by  payment  in 
kind.  This  amendment  may  enhance  the 
value  of  the  legislation  to  the  farmer. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  amendment 
does  provide  better  income  on  price 
support  loans  than  the  other  proposals 
before  us. 

Second,  I  think  the  Humphrey  amend¬ 
ment  would  raise  the  market  price.  I 
have  in  my  possession — and  I  hope  to  be 
able  to  present  it  later  in  the  debate — 
an  article  showing  how  the  market  price 
is  affected  by  the  105  percent  of  the 
price  support  price  which  the  Commod¬ 
ity  Credit  Corporation  has  as  its  disposal 
price  in  the  free  market.  When  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  sells,  it 
must  sell  at  5  percent  above  the  price 
support  loan  price. 

Therefore,  when  the  farmer  gets  85 
percent  of  the  price  support,  it  is  a  bet¬ 
ter  market  price  in  the  free  market  than 
an  80  percent  price  support. 

Payment  in  kind  means  an  added 
benefit  to  the  farmer.  It  represents  not 
dollars  to  the  farmer,  but  wheat  which 
he  can  use.as  feed  on  his  farm.  We  give 
him  one-third  of  the  average  annual 
production  on  what  we  call  his  lost  acres, 
or  diverted  acres.  If  50  acres  go  out  of 
production,  and  the  average  production 
is  20  bushels  to  the  acre,  that  represents 
1,000  bushels.  So  the  farmer  gets  one- 
third  of  1,000  bushels,  or  333  Mj  bushels, 
as  a  gift  from  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation,  or  as  an  incentive  payment 
to  comply  with  strict  cross-compliance. 


My  program  is  a  cross-compliance 
program.  We  do  not  take  20  percent  of 
wheat  acreage  out  of  production  and  put 
it  in  grain  sorghums.  We  put  nothing 
on  those  acres.  In  other  words,  we  re¬ 
duce  production  by  helping  price;  and 
in  helping  price,  we  help  income.  At  the 
same  time,  we  take  from  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  a  substantial  amount 
of  grain  as  payment  in  kind. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  I  thank  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  for  his  explanation. 
There  is  no  doubt  in  my  mind  that  his 
amendment  is  far  superior  to  the  pend¬ 
ing  bill,  and  would  be  better  for  the 
farmer.  It  would  be  better  from  the 
standpoint  of  income.  Also,  I  sincerely 
hope  that  it  will  curb  production  to  some 
extent.  > 

As  the  distinguished  Senator  has  said, 
this  is  a  difficult  problem.  I  feel  that 
the  Senator’s  amendment  is  a  step  to¬ 
ward  solution  of  that  problem. 

Mr.  President,  I  shall  vote  for  the 
Humphrey  amendment. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
thank  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  for 
his  generosity  in  yielding  additional  time 
to  me.  He  is  very  kind. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I  un¬ 
derstand  that  I  have  13  minutes  remain¬ 
ing. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield  myself  8 
minutes. 

Mr.  President,  the  pending  bill  would 
reduce  the  support  price  for  all  farmers 
who  plant  the  full  amount  of  their  al¬ 
lotted  acreage.  Those  who  agree  to  re¬ 
duce  their  acreage  by  20  percent  would 
obtain  an  80  percent  of  parity  price  sup¬ 
port. 

The  Humphrey  amendment  is  very 
cleverly  drawn.  In  my  judgment,  it 
would  seem  to  give  the  farmer  ’  more 
money  than  he  would  obtain  if  the  pro¬ 
gram  were  to  continue  as  it  is  now  in 
operation.  The  65  percent  formula  writ¬ 
ten  into  the  pending  bill  would  give  to 
the  producer  a  price  support  of  $1.53  a 
bushel.  Those  who  elect  to  plant  all  their 
acreage  would  receive  $1.53  a  bushel. 
Those  who  reduced  their  acreage  20  per¬ 
cent  would  receive,  under  the  terms  of 
the  pending  bill,  $1.89  a  bushel,  whereas, 
under  the  Humphrey  amendment,  those 
who  reduced  their  acreage  20  percent — 
and  that  reduction  would  be  made  oblig¬ 
atory,  by  the  way — would  receive  $2.01 
a  bushel. 

Aside  from  receiving  a  larger  support 
price  on  the  20  percent  of  the  acreage 
which  is  not  planted  to  wheat,  if  the 
farmer  desires  not  to  utilize  the  land  at 
all,  either  for  pasture  or  for  any  other 
purpose,  he  would,  under  the  Humphrey 
amendment,  receive  a  payment  in  kind 
from  the  excess  surplus  wheat  we  have 
on  hand,  equal  to  a  third  of  what  the 
farmer  would  have  produced  if  he  had 
planted  those  acres. 

I  am  quite  certain  that  the  farmer 
would  follow  the  same  course  which  has 
been  followed  in  the  past.  With  a  re¬ 
duced  acreage,  the  farmer  uses  a  little 
more  fertilizer  and  plants  a  little  more 
wheat.  With  a  price  support  of  $2.01, 
it  would  probably  pay  him  to  do  that.  I 
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feel  confident  that  the  result  would  be 
that  we  would  end  up  with  almost  as 
much  wheat  as  we  now  produce  at  a 
greater  cost  to  the  Government. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  Senator  is  not 
unmindful  of  the  $35,000  limitation  on 
crop  loans,  is  he?  This  is  the  real  lid  on 
the  total  cost  to  the  Government. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Nevertheless,  the 
cost  to  the  Government  would  be  in¬ 
creased,  whether  we  had  a  limitation  or 
not,  on  smaller  farms  whose  production 
is  less  than  the  $35,000  limitation. 

I  did  not  hear  the  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  say  anything  on  this  point,  but  his 
amendment  provides  that  in  the  event 
the  farmer  chooses  to  plant  to  other  crops 
the  number  of  acres  which  he  does  not 
plant  to  wheat  he  could  do  so,  provided 
such  alternative  crop  is  not  subject  to 
price  supports.  That  is  correct;  is  it  not? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Yes;  if  the  mSen- 
ator  can  think  of  one. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  There  is  alfalfa 
hay,  broom  corn,  vegetables,  particularly 
potatoes  for  example. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Carrots,  spinach. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes;  and  other 
crops.  He  could  also  produce  chickens, 
and  eggs.  The  point  I  am  trying  to  make 
is  that  the  farmer  has  two  alternatives; 
either  he  can  leave  the  20  percent  un¬ 
planted  or  he  would  receive  from  the 
Government  a  third  of  the  wheat  that 
he  would  have  produced  on  those  acres. 
Then  if  we  take  the  value  of  that  wheat 
and  add  to  it  the  value  of  the  increased 
crop  that  would  be  produced  on  80  per¬ 
cent  of  his  allotment,  my  guess  is  that 
the  farmer’s  income  would  be  much 
greater  than  if  he  complied  with  the  law 
as  it  now  exists. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mi\  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mi’.  CARROLL.  I  agree  with  the  Sen¬ 
ator,  that  not  only  under  the  Humphrey 
amendment  but  under  the  language  of 
the  bill  the  same  thing  would  be  true. 
For  example — and  I  shall  be  very  brief — • 
let  us  take  plan  A,  with  65  percent  of 
parity.  I  have  used  a  farm  situation 
in  my  own  State  to  show  what  that  would 
mean  to  a  small  farmer.  In  my  example 
it  would  mean  that  whereas  he  would 
get  $9,955  today,  under  plan  A,  with  65 
percent  of  parity,  he  would  lose  15  per¬ 
cent.  Under  plan  B,  the  same  farmer 
with  a  20  percent  acreage  cut,  would  lose 
much  more  than  under  plan  A.  The 
reason  I  am  for  the  Humphrey  amend¬ 
ment  is  that,  even  though  we  would  pay 
him  $2  as  the  support  price,  we  would 
also  reduce  his  production,  and,  instead 
of  taking  a  15  percent  loss,  he  would  be 
taking  a  10  percent  loss.  That  is  the 
small  farmer  who  is  struggling  to  get  by. 

The  committee  bill  will  not  reduce 
production  at  all. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  have  pointed  out 
that  the  pending  bill  offers  the  prospect 
of  a  reduction  in  the  production  of  wheat 
by  130  million  bushels  to  as  much  as  200 
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million  bushels — or,  in  other  words,  pro¬ 
duction  about  equal  to  consumption,  plus 
exports  and  seed. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  further?  Is  it  not  a 
part  of  the  Democratic  party’s  philos¬ 
ophy — 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  How  much  time  do 
I  have  remaining? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  has  4  minutes  remaining. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  I  merely  wished  to 
ask  a  question.  I  always  thought  it  was 
a  part  of  the  Democratic  Party’s 
philosophy  that  cutting  a  farmer’s  acre¬ 
age  does  not  necessarily  mean  that  pro¬ 
duction  on  that  farm  will  be  cut,  because 
he  will  apply  more  fertilizer  and  work 
harder  to  make  up  his  production.  I 
have  always  thought  that  was  the  Demo¬ 
cratic  Party’s  philosophy. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  If  the  Humphrey 
amendment  is  agreed  to,  that  will  be  the 
case.  I  yield  2  minutes  to  the  Senator 
from  Kansas. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  I  ap¬ 
preciate  the  fact  that  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Minnesota  has  offered  an 
amendment  which  he  feels  will  be  help¬ 
ful  in  the  wheat  producing  area.  I  can¬ 
not  support  it.  It  makes  a  mandatory 
20-percent  reduction  in  the  present  al¬ 
lotment  of  acres.  I  wish  the  record  to 
show  that  the  wheat  farmers  in  Kansas 
and  in  the  wheat  States  are  complying 
with  our  allotment  program.  The  Kan¬ 
sas  wheatgrowers  planted  17.8  million 
acres,  or  approximately  18  million  acres 
in  1951.  The  allotment  acreage  for 
Kansas  wheatgrowers  is  10.5  million 
acres.  If  they  took  a  cut  of  20  percent, 
it  would  reduce  the  allotment  acreage  to 
approximately  8  million  acres.  Our 
farmers  cannot  take  that  large’a  cut. 

That  is  one  reason. 

The  second  reason  is  that  I  do  not  be¬ 
lieve  it  will  reduce  production.  I  be¬ 
lieve  it  will  build  up  our  surpluses  and 
will  continue  to  build  them  up.  I  have 
great  doubt  that  the  bill  as  proposed  by 
the  committee  will  reduce  production.  I 
believe  I  am  safe  in  predicting  that  we 
will  have  a  surplus  of  at  least  75  million 
bushels  under  the  committee  bill. 

Therefore,  I  am  unable  to  support  the 
bill  or  the  proposal  submitted  by  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota. 

I  hope  to  offer  this  afternoon  an 
amendment  providing  for  domestic 
parity,  at  which  time  I  shall  discuss  it. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  how 
much  time  do  I  have  remaining? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  One 
minute. 

Several  Senators.  Vote!  Vote! 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does 
the  Senator  yield  back  his  remaining 
time? 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  have  been  yielded  4 
minutes  by  the  minority  leader.  He  is 
not  in  the  Chamber. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  is  recognized 
for  4  minutes. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  Humphrey  amendment. 
I  voted  against  S.  1968  in  committee  be¬ 
cause  it  is  a  bill  which,  while  it  is  de¬ 
signed,  perhaps,  to  reduce  wheat  pro¬ 
duction  by  a  little  bit,  it  certainly  would 


reduce  the  income  of  the  wheat  farmers 
substantially.  If  we  are  to  compel  a 
reduction  in  production  in  a  man’s  liveli¬ 
hood,  in  the  factory  that  he  owns  as  his 
farm,  we  must  provide  some  compensa¬ 
tory  factors  which  will  not  necessitate 
the  farmer  himself  taking  all  the  loss  of 
money  because  of  the  necessity  of  reduc¬ 
ing  production. 

Consequently,  as  between  the  two  al¬ 
ternatives — and  I  am  not  very  happy 
with  either  one  of  them — the  Humphrey 
amendment  and  S.  1968 — I  shall  support 
the  Humphrey  amendment,  because  it  at 
least  moves  in  the  direction  of  providing 
compensation  to  the  farmer  for  the  fact 
that  he  is  reducing  his  income  when  he 
reduces  his  acres. 

Since  we  are  compelling  him  in  S.  1968 
to  take  the  Hobson’s  choice^  between 
struggling  along  with  65  percent  parity, 
while  maintaining  his  farming  operation 
within  the  allotted  acreage,  which  seri¬ 
ously  would  curtail  his  income,  and  plan 
B,  under  which  he  would  receive  only 
80  percent  of  parity  if  a  20-percent  re¬ 
duction  is  made  in  his  acres,  I  prefer  the 
Humphrey  substitute,  which  at  least 
raises  that  second  figure  to  85  percent  of 
parity. 

Even  so  I  point  out  that  with  the 
change  in  the  parity  formula  we  are  not 
talking  about  giving  any  bonus  to  the 
wheat  farmer  when  we  talk  about  giving 
him  85  percent  of  parity.  He  will  be 
lucky  if  he  can  maintain  his  level  of 
income,  because  he  would  have  reduced 
by  20  percent  the  production  on  which 
he  received  that  85  percent  of  parity. 

I  really  believe  that  with  the  alterna¬ 
tives  before  us,  the  domestic  parity  pro¬ 
posal,  which  I  understand  will  be  put 
forward  in  the  form  of  an  amendment 
by  the  Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Carl¬ 
son],  is  the  optimum  choice. 

We  are  confronted  with  the  urgent 
necessity  of  doing  something  about 
wheat,  because  we  have  this  tremendous 
surplus  on  hand. 

I  point  out  that  the  surpluses  are  a 
national  problem.  Consequently  we 
must  bring  into  focus  national  resources 
in  solving  it.  My  major  point  of  dis¬ 
agreement  with  S.  1968  is  that  we  would, 
under  it,  try  to  solve  a  national  problem 
through  the  pocketbook  of  the  individual 
farmer.  That  is  neither  good  economics 
nor  good  ethics,  because  the  individual 
farmer  is  not  responsible  for  the  fact 
that  under  prevailing  laws  and  programs 
we  have  this  bounty  of  wheat  which  we 
have  been  unable  to  dispose  of  profitably, 
nor  for  the  good  weather  which  has  given 
us  an  all-time  high  production  in  the 
crop  year  immediately  past. 

I  believe  that  the  farmers,  under  a 
temporary  stopgap  measure,  can  live 
with  the  Humphrey  substitute.  I  do  not 
believe  it  will  give  them  what  they  should 
have.  Neither  will  it  give  them  the 
parity  income  to  which  they  are  entitled. 
It  will  not  do  for  them  what  Congress 
has  already  done  for  labor  in  writing 
a  minimum  wage  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  May  I  have  the  minute 
which  was  yielded  to  me  conditionally? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  yield  1  minute  on  the 
bill. 
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Mr.  MUNDT.  It  will  not  do  for  the 
farmer  what  Congress  has  done  for  the 
maritime  industry.  It  will  not  do  for  the 
farmer  what  Congress  has  done  for  the 
publishing  industry.  It  will  not  do  for 
the  farmer  what  Congress  has  done  for 
the  aircraft  industry.  But  it  will  give 
recognition  to  the  fact  that  if  curtail¬ 
ment  in  production  is  made  mandatory 
by  law,  at  least  some  compensation 
should  go  to  the  fanner  by  way  of  a 
little  higher  percentage  of  parity  than 
he  would  otherwise  receive.  I  urge  Sen¬ 
ators  to  support  the  Humphrey  amend¬ 
ment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Louisiana  has  1  minute 
remaining  op  the  amendment. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  will  yield  back  the 
time  remaining  to  me  if  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  will  yield  back  the  re¬ 
mainder  of  his  time. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield  back  the  re¬ 
mainder  of  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
has  been  yielded  back. 

Mr.  'Symington.  Mr.  President,  I 
offer  an  amendment  which  I  ask  to  have 
1*681(1 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  first  comes  on  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  Senator  from  Minnesota 
[Mr.  Humphrey].  All  time  for  debate 
having  expired,  the  question  is  on  agree¬ 
ing  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  Mr.  President,  I 
offer  an  amendment  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senator  from  Minnesota  to  reduce 
farm  acreage  allotments  by  22  percent 
instead  of  20  percent. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  to  the  amendment  will  be 
stated  for  the  information  of  the  Senate. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  Wherever  it 
occurs,  in  the  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota,  it  is  proposed  to  strike 
out  “20  percent”  and  insert  in  lieu  there¬ 
of  “22  percent.” 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Mis¬ 
souri  to  the  a  nmndment  of  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota/ is  to  reduce  farm  acre¬ 
age  allotments  22  percent.  The  Senator 
from  Missouri  has  15  minutes. 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  Mr.  President, 
few  would  deny  the  seriousness  of  the 
present  wheat  situation. 

The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  as 
of  March  31,  1959,  had  more  than  $3 
billion  invested  in  wheat.  More  than 
$2.1  billion  of  this  is  owned  by  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  and  is  stored  in  warehouses, 
bins,  Liberty  ships,  and  elsewhere 
throughout  the  country. 

Last  year,  with  especially  favorable 
weather  conditions,  wheat  production 
established  an  all-time  record  of  1,462 
million  bushels.  The  estimate  for  the 
1959  wheat  crop  is  some  1,200  million 
bushels.  At  the  same  time,  our  needs 
for  domestic  and  export  purposes  are 
approximately  1  billion  bushels. 

This  means  that  in  1959,  based  on  the 
Department  of  Agriculture’s  estimate  of 
production,  some  200  million  bushels  will 
be  added  to  the  present  supplies.  Stor¬ 
age  costs  on  this  inventor?  are  phenom¬ 
enal. 

This  situation  cannot  continue;  some¬ 
thing  needs  to  be  done.  Public  feeling 
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over  the  failure  of  this  program  is  in¬ 
creasing. 

The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  has 
failed  to  present  to  Congress  realistic 
proposals  to  meet  the  situation.  Despite 
the  fact  that  the  past  6  years  have  proved 
that  his  lower  price  theory  for  solving 
the  farm  problem  has  not  worked,  all 
his  recommendations  involve  further 
cutting  of  the  price  for  wheat. 

The  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
Forestry  has  worked  long  and  hard  in 
trying  to  come  forth  with  a  sound  pro¬ 
gram  for  dealing  with  the  wheat  crisis. 
It  is  faced  with  an  almost  impossible 
task  of  molding  the  divergent  views  of 
the  farm  organizations. 

Mr.  President,  the  problems  faced  in 
solving  this  wheat  situation  can  be  cap¬ 
suled  into  three  or  four  areas. 

First,  we  must  take  positive  action  to 
bring  production  in  line  with  realistic 
need.  There  are  two  alternative  ways  of 
accomplishing  this.  One  is  to  increase 
the  use  of  wheat  There  are  millions  of 
hungry  people  throughout  the  world  for 
whom  our  wheat  would  be  a  godsend. 
It  is  toward  this  end  that  I  introduced 
a  bill  to  require  25  percent  of  our  for¬ 
eign  aid  funds  to  be  in  the  form  of  sur¬ 
plus  agricultural  commodities. 

It  is  also  toward  this  end  that  I  joined 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Minne¬ 
sota  [Mr.  Humphrey]  in  sponsoring  the 
food-for-peace  bill. 

As  too  often  has  been  the  case,  the 
administration  has  opposed  these  bills, 
as  well  as  other  constructive  approaches 
introduced  both  in  the  Senate  and  in 
the  House. 

Nevertheless,  I  am  confident  the  lead¬ 
ership  in  Congress  will  take  action  on 
these  and  other  measures  designed  to 
use  greater  quantities  of  wheat  and 
other  commodities  as  a  blessing  instead 
of  an  economic  curse. 

The  best  efforts  along  this  line  are  not 
enough  to  utilize  the  productive  capacity 
of  the  American  wheat  farmer.  There¬ 
fore,  it  is  essential  that  we  take  action 
to  adjust  production  more  nearly  in  line 
with  requirements. 

According  to  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  technicians,  a  reduction  in  acreage 
of  approximately  20  percent  below  the 
55  million  national  allotment  now  in  ef¬ 
fect  would,  under  normal  weather  con¬ 
ditions,  bring  an  approximate  balance  to 
supply  and  demand. 

Mr.  President,  unless  we  take  action 
and  reduce  production  by  at  least  this 
much,  we  will  not  have  effectively  dealt 
with  the  brunt  of  the  wheat  problem. 
Any  lesser  reduction  will  only  add  to  the 
inventory.  Wheat  farmers,-  through 
their  organizations,  have  indicated  a 
willingness  to  make  such  a  reduction. 

As  with  all  farmers,  the  wheat  farmer 
is  faced  with  high  fixed  and  increasing 
variable  costs.  In  order  to  meet  his  ob¬ 
ligations  and  maintain  a  minimum 
standard  of  living  for  his  family,  he  needs 
a  certain  minimum  number  of  dollars. 
Volume  times  price  minus  costs  gives  him 
this  minimum  number  of  dollars.  If  his 
volume  is  to  be  reduced  20  percent,  the 
wheat  farmer  needs  a  commensurate  in¬ 
crease  in  price. 

These  are  the  basic  economic  facts  of 
life  facing  the  American  farmer  and 


which  the  administration  in  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  has  ignored  during 
the  past  6  years.  “ 

Therefore,  if  we  are  to  solve  the  wheat 
problem,  if  we  are  to  bring  production 
into  line  with  demand,  then  we  must 
reduce  allotments.  To  encourage  com¬ 
pliance,  price  supports  will  be  increased 
by  10  percent. 

This  is  the  type  of  proposal  which  I 
presented  to  the  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  Forestry,  and  which  a  number 
of  the  members  of  the  committee  sup¬ 
ported.  It  is  now  pending  as  an  amend¬ 
ment  to  the  bill. 

This  approach  has  the  support  of  the 
National  Association  of  Wheat  Growers, 
the  Farmers  Union,  and  I  believe  the  vast 
majority  of  the  commercial  wheat  farm¬ 
ers  in  the  United  States. 

If  we' really  want  to  solve  the  wheat 
problem,  the  adoption  of  this  amend¬ 
ment  is  of  paramount  importance. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  I  am  glad  to 
yield. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  It  is  always  grati¬ 
fying  to  have  the  active  support  of  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Missouri  in 
matters  of  agricultural  policy,  and  in 
other  matters,  as  well. 

The  Senator  from  Missouri  has  dis¬ 
cussed  not  only  the  amendment  which 
is  now  before  the  Senate,  but  also  the 
whole  farm  problem  in  its  broadest  di¬ 
mensions.  The  truth  is  that  once  in 
this  country  when  a  farmer  received 
some  price  support  he  complied  with 
the  program;  he  engaged  in  acreage  re¬ 
ductions  and  marketing  quotas;  he 
limited  his  productive  capacity;  and  the 
Nation  had  a  good  farm  program. 

This,  administration  has  sold  the 
American  people  a  bill  of  goods— and 
cheap  goods,  at  that.  It  has  proposed 
a  pretty  lousy  bill,  too;  namely,  that  by 
reducing  prices  and  price  supports,  pro¬ 
duction  will  be  reduced.  I  challenge  the 
administration  to  produce  one  scintilla 
of  evidence  in  behalf  of  so  fallacious  an 
assumption. 

What  is  more,  the  administration’s 
program  is  bent  in  one  direction — name¬ 
ly,  toward  lower  price  supports  with,  at 
the  same  time,  no  controls. 

A  referendum  was  taken  among  corn 
farmers  in  all  the  commercial  corn  areas 
of  the  .  Nation.  They  are  spread 
throughout  the  Nation.  The  referen¬ 
dum  was  participated  in  by  less  than 
20  percent  of  the  eligible  voters.  Only 
-20  percent  participated,  because  those 
who  were  eligible  did  not  really  have 
anything  to  vote  on;  they  had  only  a 
choice  between  two  bad  programs.  So 
they  took  the  one  that  imposed  the  least 
control  and  provided  a  guaranteed  price 
of  approximately  $1.10  a  bushel. 

Mr.  President,  if  nothing  else  comes 
out  of  this  debate,  I  want  to  go  on 
record  as  follows:  More  cern  will  be 
produced  this  year  than  in  any  other 
year  in  the  Nation’s  history,  unless  an 
act  of  God  results  in  a  drought  or  un¬ 
less  some  pestilence  limits  production  in 
the  corn-producing  areas. 

Mr.  President,  in  the  State  of  Minne¬ 
sota,  which  is  known  for  its  corn  pro¬ 
duction,  the  .  largest  acreage  has  been 


planted  to  corn  this  year  in  the  history 
of  the  State.  So  there  will  be  more  corn 
production  than  ever,  and  under  what 
terms?  Under  the  terms  of  the  admin¬ 
istration’s  program;  and  although  the 
administration  says  its  program  will  re¬ 
sult  in  a  decrease  in  production,  actually 
it  will  cut  the  heart  out  of  the  agricul¬ 
tural  economy.  Mr.  President,  more 
limitations  of  that  sort  are  being  pro¬ 
posed  year  after  year.  But,  thank  good¬ 
ness,  some  of  us  are  standing  up  and 
fighting  to  provide  the  agricultural  mi¬ 
nority  of  the  people  of  the  country  with 
some  protection  and  some  help. 

I  thank  the  Senator  from  Missouri  for 
yielding  to  me. 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  Mr.  President,  I 
thank  the'  Senator  from  Minnesota  for 
his  remarks  in  regard  to  protecting  the 
agricultural  segment  as  well  as  other 
segments  of  the  country’s  economy. 

Mr.  President,  in  February  of  this  year 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  promised 
the  distinguished  chairman  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  that 
#he  would  submit  an  omnibus  bill.  That 
was  4  months  ago,  Mr.  President;  and 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  has  not  yet 
fulfilled  that  promise. 

Mr.  President,  it  has  become  clearer 
and  clearer  that  the  basic  concept  of 
price  support  and  production  adjustment 
are  being  disregarded.  Certainly  pro¬ 
duction  controls  are  not  being  enforced. 
And  certainly  there  cannot  be  price  sup¬ 
ports  unless  the  controls  are  enforced. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  to  the  distin¬ 
guished  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  and  Forestry  the  remainder 
of  the  time  available  to  me. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  at 
this  time  will  the  Senator  from  Missouri 
yield  to  me,  so  that  I  may  ask  that  the 
yeas  and  nays  be  ordered  on  the  ques¬ 
tion  of  agreeing  to  my  amendment? 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  Mr.  President,  I 
have  already  yielded  to  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  the  remainder  of  the  time 
under  my  control. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  10  minutes  to  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Allott], 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Colorado  is  recognized  for 
10  minutes. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
very  happy  to  speak  on  a  subject  which 
probably  is  as  close  to  my  heart  as  any 
subject  in  the  world.  But  I  must  decry 
some  of  the  reasoning  which  Senators 
have  stated  in  regard  to  what  is  a 
minority  of  the  population  of  the  coun¬ 
try;  and  it  has  been  becoming  an  in¬ 
creasing  smaller  and  smaller  minority, 
not  only  during  the  Republican  admin¬ 
istration  of  the  last  6  years,  but  also  dur¬ 
ing  the  preceding  years  since  1930,  and 
even  prior  to  that  time. 

Mr.  President,  I  do  not  wish  to  dis¬ 
cuss  this  subject  on  a  political  basis; 
but  neither  am  I  willing  to  remain 
silent  when  I  hear  the  administration 
castigated.  Instead,  I  rise  to  its  defense. 

I  am  sorry  the  Senator  from  Minne¬ 
sota  has  had  to  leave  the  floor  for  a 
moment.  I  hope  he  will  return  before 
I  conclude  my  remarks,  because  I  wish 
to  address  myself  particularly  to  some 
of  the  remarks  he  made. 
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Unfortunately,  Mr.  President,  In  deal¬ 
ing  with  this  matter  Senators  have  used 
false  syllogistic  reasoning.  As  you  will 
recall,  Mr.  President,  a  syllogism  in¬ 
cludes  a  major  premise,  a  minor  pre¬ 
mise,  and  a  conclusion.  Senators  have 
stated  fairly  well  the  major  premise; 
but  when  they  came  to  the  minor  pre¬ 
mise  and  the  conclusion,  they  have  fallen 
into  error. 

For  many  years  we  had  what  is  known 
as  a  high,  fixed  parity  in  the  case  of 
wheat  and  other  agricultural  commod¬ 
ities.  Then  we  provided  for  flexible 
supports.  I  believe  the  theory  of  all  who 
supported  the  flexible  supports,  espe¬ 
cially  in  connection  with  the  soil  bank 
program,  was  that  the  combination  of 
the  two  would  bring  about  a  balance  of 
demand  and  supply  which  would  tend 
to  raise  the  prices  of  the  agricultural 
commodities  over  the  supported  prices. 

The  statement — which  has  been  made 
over  and  over  again  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate — about  what  will  happen  simply 
by  raising  the  support  prices  of  these 
agricultural  commodities  is  false.  Be-^ 
cause  the  flexible  supports  have  been 
accompanied  by  increases  in  production, 
it  is  assumed — and  this  is  where  Sen¬ 
ators  fall  into  error  in  their  reasoning — 
that  if  the  supports  are  raised,  the 
quantity  of  agricultural  production  will 
be  reduced. 

Mr.  President,  that  is  the  greatest  mis¬ 
take  any  person  who  approaches  this 
problem  could  possibly  make.  The  re¬ 
duction  of  the  support  prices  is  not  the 
only  cause  of  the  increase  in  agricul¬ 
tural  production.  Another  cause  is  the 
improved  technology  which  has  been  ap¬ 
plied  to  farming,  and  has  permitted 
farmers  to  produce  more  and  more  and 
more  from  the  same  acreage  as  time  has 
passed.  That  has  been  true,  not  only 
in  the  case  of  wheat,  but  also  in  the 
case  of  com,  cotton,  and  potatoes. 

So,  Mr.  President,  this  problem  should 
not  be  approached  on  the  basis  of  a 
belief  that  simply  by  raising  the  support 
prices  it  will  be  possible  to  take  care  of 
some  of  the  major  problems— namely, 
the  huge  surpluses  now  in  the  hands  of 
the  Government  and  also  the  overpro¬ 
duction  of  goods. 

Mr.  President,  I  was  going  to  submit 
an  amendment — which  I  shall  not  sub¬ 
mit  now — but  one  of  the  weaknesses  of 
the  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  is  that  it  calls  for  payments 
in  kind.  Mr.  President,  what  would  be¬ 
come  of  those  payments  in  kind?  It  is 
true  that,  under  his  amendment,  they 
would  not  be  subject  to  a  support  price. 
But  what  would  the  farmer  do  with  the 
wheat  paid  to  him  in  kind?  The  wheat 
producer  is  not  a  cattleman;  and — con¬ 
trary  to  what  we  sometimes  hear — wheat 
does  not  make  good  feed;  at  best,  it  is 
only  a  substitute  feed  for  cattle.  So 
what  would  become  of  the  wheat? 

In  other  words,  under  such  a  program, 
nothing  would  be  done  about  the  over¬ 
supply  of  wheat,  because  the  wheat 
would  still  be  in  sight,  whether  it  was 
in  the  storage  bins  or  whether  certifi¬ 
cates  for  it  had  been  given  by  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  agency  to  the  farmer;  in  any 
case,  the  wheat  would  still  be  there; 
nothing  would  have  been  done  with  it. 


Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  on 
that  point,  will  the  Senator  from  Colo¬ 
rado  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  believe  the  Senator 
from  Colorado  has  made  a  very  pertinent 
statement  in  regard  to  the  provision  of 
the  Humphrey  amendment  for  payments 
in  kind.  The  Senator  from  Colorado 
knows  as  well  as  I  do  that  in  the  Wheat 
Belt  such  payments  in  kind  could  not 
be  fed;  all  the  farmers  could  do  would 
be  to  sell  the  wheat  or  use  it ;  as  I  under¬ 
stand,  they  would  not  be  allowed  to 
obtain  a  loan  for  it,  but  only  to  sell 
it  or  use  it. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  The  farmer  could  sell 
it,  but  he  could  not  obtain  a  support 
loan  on  it. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  And,  of  course,  that 
would  have  a~serious  effect  on  the  market 
for  wheat,  provided  the  payments  in 
kind  were  substantial. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  Mr.  President,  will 
my  colleague  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  I  asked  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  that  very  question,  be¬ 
cause  I  did  not  understand  what  he 
meant  by  “payment  in  kind.”  I  may  be 
mistaken;  but  I  understand  that  the 
wheat  could  be  given  to  the  farmer  from 
the  wheat  in  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  warehouses;  and,  if  the  in¬ 
formation  which  I  have  received  is  cor¬ 
rect,  the  farmer  could  sell  the  wheat 
on  the  open  market  for  the  market  price. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Yes,  he  could  sell  the 
wheat  or  he  could  feed  it  or  he  could  do 
anything  else  he  wanted  to  do  with  it, 
except  receive  the  suppoi’t  price  for  it. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  yielded  to  the  Senator  from  Colo¬ 
rado  has  expired. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  yield  5  addi¬ 
tional  minutes  to  me? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  5  additional  minutes  to  the  Senator 
from  Colorado. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Louisiana  has  11  minutes 
remaining  under  his  control,  inasmuch 
as  the  Senator  from  Missouri  [Mr. 
Symington]  yielded  6  minutes  of  the 
time  available  to  him  to  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  5  additional  minutes  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Colorado. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Colorado  is  recognized  for 
5  additional  minutes. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana. 

The  question  of  payment  and  repay¬ 
ment  in  kind  is  not  new.  It  is  a  question 
which  has  been  discussed  at  farm  meet¬ 
ings  all  over  the  country.  But  the  pro¬ 
posal  will  have  a  secondary  effect  which 
can  be  quite  dangerous  as  far  as  the  bill 
is  concerned.  If  the  great  wheat  pro¬ 
ducing  areas  of  the  country  Were  to  re¬ 
duce  acreage  by  20  percent  and  the  farm¬ 
ers  were  paid  back  in  kind,  the  only  thing 
they  could  do  with  the  wheat  is  put  it  on 
the  market  as  secondary  feed.  When 
they  do  that,  it  immediately  affects 
prices  of  other  grains  and  grain  feeds, 
especially  grains  which  are  used  as  sub- 
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stitute  feed  in  the  great  wheat  producing 
areas.  So  not  only  would  grain  feed 
prices  be  affected,  but  we  would  get  into 
the  question  of  what  would  happen  to 
the  price  of  livestock. 

I  have  discussed  the  latter  problem 
with  many  economists.  None  of  them 
are  able  to  predict  what  will  happen. 
The  ones  I  have  talked  to  think  that 
eventually  there  will  be  a  lowering  of  cat¬ 
tle  prices,  which  at  the  present  time  are 
pretty  good. 

I  agree  that  the  purposes  enumerated 
by  the  Senator  from  Minnesota  are  good. 
The  objective  is  to  cut  back  production, 
keep  up  income,  reduce  surpluses  and 
Government  stockpiles,  and  not  support 
other  sin-plus  crops. 

However,  if  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  were  adopted — 
and,  of  course,  I  am  not  in  favor  of  the 
22  percent  provision  for  the  same  rea¬ 
sons  the  Senator  from  Kansas  said  he 
could  not  support  the  20  percent  pro¬ 
vision — we  would  not  be  helping  the 
problem  of  Government  surpluses  one 
iota.  Instead,  we  would  be  opening  a 
Pandora’s  box  of  other  troubles  with  re¬ 
spect  to  secondary  problems  which 
would  then  plague  us. 

The  Senator  from  Minnesota  has  said 
he  will  stand  up  and  fight  to  protect  the 
minority.  Let  me  say  to  my  friends  in 
the  Senate  this  is  not  a  political  question. 
'The  farmers  of  Louisiana  are  small 
farmers,  as  are  the  farmers  of  Colorado, 
the  farmers  of  Kansas,  the  farmers  of 
Indiana,  and  the  farmers  of  other 
States.  This  is  not  a  political  question. 
The  minute  we  put  this  question  on  a 
political  basis,  we  shall  get  no  farm 
legislation. 

So  far  as  making  the  administration 
the  whipping  boy  on  the  question,  let  me 
say  it  is  the  responsibility  of  Congress  to 
legislate  on  this  subject.  For  4  years, 
while  I  have  been  in  the  Senate,  we  have 
seen  this  problem  growing  and  expand¬ 
ing.  Congress  has  not  legislated  on  the 
matter.  I,  for  one,  will  not  see  the  ad¬ 
ministration  made  the  whipping  boy 
when  it  is  the  responsibility  of  Congress 
to  legislate  in  this  field  and  when,  so  far, 
it  has  not  done  so. 

I  thank  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  for 
yielding  time  to  me. 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  Mr.  President, 
how  much  time  do  I  have? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Missouri  has  6  minutes  re¬ 
maining  to  him. 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  Mr.  President, 
I  favor  the  pending  amendment  because 
I  believe  it  offers  a  real  opportunity  to 
reduce  the  current  wheat  inventory  and, 
under  the  bill  as  it  is  now  proposed,  we 
do  not  have  that  opportunity. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  I  yield  for  a  ques¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  If  the  Senator  can 
show  me  how  inventories  can  be  reduced 
by  paying  back  to  the  farmers  in  kind, 
to  be  disposed  of  as  they  see  fit,  I  will 
concede  him  the  point. 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  If  we  raise  the 
price  supports  and  reduce  the  allotments 
by  20  percent,  the  net  inventory  will  be 
reduced.  That  is  my  position  after 
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studying  the  wheat  situation.  There¬ 
fore,  I  support  the  amendment  proposed 
by  the  Senator  from  Minnesota  and 
withdraw  my  amendment  and  yield  back 
the  time  remaining  to  me. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Missouri  has  withdrawn 
his  amendment. 

Mr.  MURRAY.  Mr.  President,  I  shall 
vote  for  the  Humphrey  amendment  to 
the  wheat  bill,  and  will  support  the  wheat 
bill  if  it  is  adopted,  although  I  do  not 
consider  the  level  of  price  support  being 
given  the  farmers — 85  percent  of  parity — 
an  adequate  amount  in  view  of  the  farm¬ 
ers’  obligation  to  reduce  wheat  acreage 
by  20  percent. 

We  are  asking  the  farmers,  in  effect, 
to  pay  for  Ezra  Taft  Benson’s  blunders. 
Benson  told  us  that  lower  price  supports 
would  result  in  decreased  production  of 
price-supported  crops.  Instead,  there 
have  been  record  crops  as  farmers  have 
planted  more  acres  in  an  effort  to  avoid 
bankruptcy.  Wheat  stocks  are  at  an  all- 
time  high,  and  there  is  an  obvious  and 
urgent  need  for  production  control.  But 
to  cut  the  farmers’  income  further,  after 
6  years  Of  continuing  effort  to  subsist 
under  Benson,  will  inevitably  mean  that 
many  more  families  will  have  to  leave 
the  land. 

I  have  long  voted  for  90  percent  of 
parity  farm  price  supports.  The  wheat 
farmers,  for  their  part,  have  accepted 
acreage  restrictions  prescribed  by  law. 

Now  we  are  asking  farmers  to  take 
deeper-than-usual  acreage  reductions 
and  offering  them,  not  90-percent  sup¬ 
ports,  but  only  85-percent  supports  if 
they  will  accept  the  cuts.  The  offer 
should  be  100  percent,  but  I  recognize  the 
impossibility  of  getting  a  bill  which  would 
be  equitable  to  the  farm  people  signed 
by  the  President  and  finally  enacted  into 
law. 

In  supporting  the  Humphrey  amend¬ 
ment,  I  do  so  only  because  I  believe  it 
may  prevent  the  complete  collapse  of  a 
Federal  wheat  program,  which  appears 
to  be  the  goal  of  the  present  adminis¬ 
tration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
Humphrey]  .  "  , 

All  time  on  the  amendment  having 
been  yielded  back,  the  question  is  on 
.  agreeing  to  the  amendment  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Minnesota 
[Mr.  Humphrey].  The  yeas  and  nays 
having  been  ordered,  and  all  time  on  the 
amendment  having  been  yielded  back, 
the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  HENNINGS.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Alaska  [Mr.  Bartlett]  ,  the 
Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd],  the 
Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr.  Church],  the 
Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  East- 
land],  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr. 
Kefauver],  the  Senator  from  Massa¬ 
chusetts  [Mr.  Kennedy],  the  Senators 
from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Kerr  and  Mr.  MpN- 


roney],  the  Senator  from  Montana  [Mr. 
Mansfield],  the  Senator  from  Maine 
[Mr.  Muskie],  the  Senator  from  Rhode 
Island  [Mr.  Pastore!,  the  Senator  from 
Alabama  [Mr.  Sparkman],  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Williams] 
are  absent  on  official  business. 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Alaska 
[Mr.  Bartlett]  is  paired  with  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Monroney]. 
If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Alaska  would  Vote  “nay”  and  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Oklahoma  would  vote  “yea.” 

On  this  vote  the  Senator  from  Vir¬ 
ginia  [Mr.  Byrd]  is  paired  with  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Kennedy]. 
If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Virginia  would  vote  “nay”  and  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Massachusetts  would  vote 
“yea.” 

Oh  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Idaho 
[Mr.  Church]  is  paired  with  the  Senator 
from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Pastore],  If 
present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Idaho  would  vote  “yea”  and  the  Senator 
from  Rhode  Island  would  vote  “nay.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Missis¬ 
sippi  [Mr.  Eastland]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Kerr],  If 
present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Mississippi  would  vote  “nay”  'and  the 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  would  vote 
“yea.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Maine x 
[Mr.  Muskie]  is  paired  with  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Alabama  [Mr.  Sparkman],  If 
present  and  voting,  the  .  Senator  from 
Maine  would  vote  “nay”  and  the  Senator 
from  Alabama  would  vote  “yea.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Mon¬ 
tana  [Mr.  Mansfield]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr.  Prouty]. 
If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Montana  would  vote  “yea”  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Vermont  would  vote  “nay.” 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr. 
Kefauver]  ,  would  vote  “yea.” 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Bennett],  the 
Senator  from  California  [Mi-.  Kuchel], 
and  the  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr. 
Prouty]  are  absent  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  New  Hampshire 
[Mr.  Bridges],  the  Senator  from  Mary¬ 
land  [Mr.  Butler],  and  the  Senator 
from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Cooper]  are  neces¬ 
sarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Arizona  [Mr.  Gold- 
water]  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate. 

The  Senator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Ben¬ 
nett],  is  paired  with  the  Senator  from 
Kentucky,  [Mr.  Cooper],  If  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Utah  would 
vote  “nay”  and  the  Senator  from  Ken¬ 
tucky  would  vote  “yea.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Ver¬ 
mont  [Mr.  Prouty]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  Montana  [Mr.  Mansfield]. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Vermont  would  vote  “nay”  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Montana  would  vote  “yea.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  30, 
nays  48,  as  follows: 

.  -  YEAS— 30 


Carroll 

Case,  S.  Dak. 

Clark 

Douglas 

Gore 

Hart 


Hartke 

Hennings 

Hill 

Humphrey 
Jackson 
Johnson,  Tex. 


Johnston,  S.C. 

Langer 

Magnuson 

McCarthy 

McGee 

McNamara 
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Morse 

Neuberger 

Symington 

Moss 

O’Mahoney 

Yarborough 

Mundt 

Proxmire 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Murray 

Schoeppel 

NAYS— 48 

Young,  Ohio 

Aiken 

Dworshak 

Long 

Allott 

Ellender 

Martin 

Anderson 

Engle 

McClellan 

Beall 

Ervin 

Morton 

Bible 

Frear 

Randolph 

Bush 

Fulbright 

Robertson 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Green 

Russell 

Cannon 

Gruening 

Saltonstall 

Capehart 

Hayden 

Scott 

Carlson 

Hickenlooper 

Smathers 

Case,  N.J. 

Holland 

Smith 

Chavez 

Hruska 

Stennis 

Cotton 

Javits 

Talmadge 

Curtis 

Jordan 

Thurmond 

Dirksen 

Keating 

Wiley 

Dodd 

Lausche 

Williams,  Del. 

NOT  VOTING — 20 

Bartlett 

Eastland 

Monroney 

Bennett 

Goldwater 

Muskie 

Bridges 

Kefauver 

Pastore 

Butler 

Kennedy 

Prouty 

Byrd,  Va. 

Kerr 

Sparkman 

Church 

Kuchel 

Williams,  N.J. 

Cooper 

Mansfield 

So  Mr.  Humphrey’s  amendment  was 
•ejected. 


\  MESSAGE  FROM  THE  HOUSE 

message  from  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives,  by  Mr.  Bartlett,  one  of  its 
reading  clerks,  announced  that  the  House 
had  passed  the  bill  (S.  57)  to  extend  and 
amend  laws  relating  to  the  provision 
and  improvement  of  housing  and  the 
renewal  of  urban  communities,  and  for 
other  purposes,  with  an  amendment,  in 
which  it  requested  the  concurrence  of 
the  Senate ;  that  the  House  insisted  upon 
its  amendment  to  the  bill;  asked  a  con¬ 
ference  wij;h  the  Senate  on  the  disagree¬ 
ing  votes  oi  the  two  Houses  thereon,  and 
that  Mr.  Spence,  Mr.  Brown  of  Georgia, 
Mr.  Patman,  iMr.  Rains,  Mr.  McPonough, 
Mr.  Widnal\,  and  Mr.  Bass  of  New 
Hampshire  wqre  appointed  managers  on 
the  part  of  thd  House  at  the  conference. 


HOUSING  ACT  OF  1959 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  the  Presiding^  Officer  to  lay  before 
the  Senate  the  message  from  the  House 
of  Representatives  with  regard  to  Sen¬ 
ate  bill  57,  the  Housing  Act  of  1959. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  laid  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate  the  amendment  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  to  the  bill  (S. 
57)  to  extend  and  amend  laws  relating 
to  the  provision  and  \mprovement  of 
housing  and  the  renewal  of  urban  com¬ 
munities,  and  for  other  purposes,  which 
was  to  strike  out  all  after  the  enacting 
clause  and  insert :  \ 

That  this  Act  may  he  cited  al  the  “Housing 
Act  of  1959”.  \ - 

TITLE  I - FHA  INSURANCE  PROGRAMS 

Property  improvement  lonns 
-Sec.  101.  Section  2(a)  of  th\  National 
Housing  Act  is  amended  by  staking  out 
“September  30,  1959”  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  “October  1,  1960”.  \ 

Section  203  residential  housing  insurance 
Sec.  102.  (a)(1)  Section  203(b)  (2)\of  the 
National  Housing  Act  is  amended  by\strik- 
ing  out  “$20,000”  and  inserting  in  lieu  here¬ 
of  ”$25,000”.  V 

(2)  Section  203(b)  (2)  of  such  Act  isum'- 
ther  amended —  \ 

(A)  by  striking  out  “85  per  centum  apa 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “90  per  centum^  , 
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{«)  by  striking  out  “$16,003”  each  place 
it  appears  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
“$18,08Q”;  and 

(C)  by  striking  out  “70  per  centum”  and 
insert  ing^dn  lieu  thereof  “75  per  centum”. 

(3)  Section  203(b)  (2)  of  such  Act  is  fur¬ 
ther  amended  by  inserting  after  “unless  the 
construction  af  the  dwelling  was  completed 
more  than  one,  year  prior  to  the  applica¬ 
tion  for  mortgage  insurance”  the  following: 
“or  the  dwelling  was  approved  for  guaranty, 
insurance,  or  direcNl°an  under  chapter  37 
of  title  38,  United  States  Code,  prior  to  the 
beginning  of  construc'fefon”. 

(b)  Section  203(b)  (81  of  such  Act  is 
amended  by  striking  outVthirty  years”  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “thirty-five  years”. 

(c)  Section  203(b)(8)  Of  such  Act  is 
amended  by  striking  out  theNperiod  at  the 
end  thereof  and  inserting  in  lVu  thereof  a 
colon  and  the  following:  “Prodded,  That 
such  85  per  centum  limitation  shall  not  be 
applicable  if  the  mortgagor  and  mortgagee 
assume  responsibility  in  a  manner\satis- 
factory  to  the  Commissioner  for  the  reduc¬ 
tion  Of  the  mortgage  by  an  amount  not\ess 
than  15  per  centum  of  the' outstandum 
principal  amount  thereof  in  the  event  thl 
mortgaged  property  is  not,  prior  to  the  due 
date  of  the  eighteenth  amortization  payment 
of  the  mortgage,  sold  to  a  purchaser  ac* 
ceptable  to  the  Commissioner  who  is  the 
occupant  of  the  property  and  who  assumes 
and  agrees  to  pay  the  mortgage  indebted¬ 
ness.”  - 

(d)  Section  203(c)  of  such  Act  is  amended 
by  striking  out  all  that  precedes  the  first 
colon  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the 
following: 

“(c)  The  Commissioner  is  authorized  to 
fix  a  premium  charge  for  the  insurance  of 
mortgages  under  this  title  but  in  the  case 
of  any  mortgage  such  charge  shall  be  not 
less  than  an  amount  equivalent  to  one- 
fourth  of  1  per  centum  per  annum  nor  more 
than  an  amount  equivalent  to  1  per  centum 
per  annum  of  the  amount  of  the  prnicipal 
obligation  of  the  mortgage  outstanding  at 
any  time,  without  taking  into  account  de¬ 
linquent  payments  or  prepayments”. 

Low-cost  housing  in  outlying  areas 

Sec.  103.  Section  203  (i)  of  the  National 
Housing  Act  is  amended — 

(1)  by  striking  out  “$3,000”  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  “$9,000”; 

(2)  by  inserting  after  “97  per  centum”  the 
following:  “(or,  in  any  case  where  the 
dwelling  is  not  approved  for  mortgage  in¬ 
surance  prior  to  the  beginning  of  construc¬ 
tion,  unless  the  construction  of  the  dwelling^ 
was  completed  more  than  one  year  prior  to 
the  application  for  mortgage  insurance  or 
the  dwelling  was  approved  for  guaranty,  in¬ 
surance,  or  direct  loan  under  chapter  37  ol 
title  38,  United  States  Code,  prior  to  t^e 
beginning  of  construction,  90  per  centuj 
and 

(3)  by  striking  out  ",  and  which  /s  ap¬ 
proved  for  mortgage  insurance  priojr ' to  the 
beginning  of  construction”  and  yhe  con¬ 
struction  of”. 

Section  207  rental  housing  Insurance 

Sec.  104.  (a)  Section  207 (c)/l)  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  Housing  Act  is  amenued  by  striking 
out  “$12,500,000”  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  “$20,000,000”.  / 

(b) (1)  Section  207(c/(2)  of  such  Act  is 
amended  by  striking /ut  “90  per  centum” 
each  place  it  appease  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  “95  per  cefitum”. 

(c)  Section  207(c)(3)  of  such  Act  .  is 
amended  by  staking  out — 

(1)  “$2,250”/each  place  is  appears  and  in¬ 
serting  in  lion  thereof  “$2,850”; 

(2)  “$8,Wj0”  each  place  it  appears  and 
inserting ifi  lieu  thereof  “$9,000”; 

(3)  “4(2,700”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
“$3,315T; 

(4l/“$8,400”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
K"  500”;  and 
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(5)  “$1,000  per  room”  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  “$1,250  per  room”; 

( 6 )  “$  1 ,000  per  space  ’ ’  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  “$1,500  per  space”;  and 

(7)  “$300,000”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
“$400,000”. 

(d)  The  last  paragraph  of  section  207(c) 
of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  “4(4 
per  centum  per  annum”  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  “5  per  centum  per  annum”. 

(e)  Section  207  of  such.  Act  is  further 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following  new  subsection: 

“(r)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  this  Act,  the  Commissioner  is  authorized 
to  include  in  any  mortgage  insured  under 
any  title  of  this  Act  after  the  effective  date 
of  the  Housing  Act  of  1959  a  provision  re¬ 
quiring  the  mortgagor  to  pay  a  service  charge 
to  the  Commissioner  in  the  event  such 
mortgage  is  assigned  to  and  held  by  the 
Commissioner.  Such  service  charge  shall 
not  exceed  the  amount  prescribed  by  the 
Commissioner  for  mortgage  insurance  premi¬ 
ums  applicable  to  such  mortgage.” 

Cooperative  Housing  Insurance 
Sec.  105.  (a)  Section  213(b)(1)  of  the 
National  Housing  Act  is  amended  by  striking 
jut  “$12,500,000”  and  inserting  in  lieu  there¬ 
to, 000,000”. 

>)  Section  213(b)(2)  of  such  Act  is j 
amended  to  read  as  follows : 

“(2J\not  to  exceed,  for  such  part  of  t£e 
propertV  or  project  as  may  be  attributable 
to  dwelling  use,  $2,910  per  room  (or  4(9,000 
per  familySunit  if  the  number  of  rarans  in 
such  property  or  project  is  less  than  four 
per  family  unit),  and  not  to  exceed  97  per 
centum  of  the\amount  which  the  Commis¬ 
sioner  estimatesNill  be  the  replacement  cost 
of  the  property  or \roject  whe/  the  proposed 
physical  improvements  a/e  completed : 
Provided,  That  if  at  least  JfiO  per  centum  of 
the  membership  of  theycetporation  or  num¬ 
ber  of  beneficiaries  of  vfae  trust  consists  of 
veterans,  the  mortgager  nW  involve  a  prin¬ 
cipal  obligation  not/ to  Aceed  $2,970  per 
room  (or  $9,500  per/amily  uHit  if  the  num¬ 
ber  of  rooms  in  sflch  propert\or  project  is 
less  than  four  p/r  family  unit)\and  not  to 
exceed  the  amount  which  the  Conamissioner 
estimates  will/be  the  replacement  Nst  of  the 
property  oy  project  when  the  proposed 
physical  improvements  are  completed1*.  Pro¬ 
vided  further,  That  as  to  projects  whichNcon. 
sist  of  afevator-type  structures  the  Cominis- 
sioner/may,  in  his  discretion,  increase  tl 
dolla/  amount  limitation  of  $2,910  per  roonfs 
to  iiot  to  exceed  $3,395,  the  dollar  amount 
lunitation  of  $2,970  per  room  to  not  to  ex¬ 
ited  $3,465,  the  dollar  amount  limitation 
rof  $9,000  per  family  unit  to  not  to  exceed 
$9,400,  and  the  dollar  amount  limitation  of 
$9,500  per  family  unit  to  not  to  exceed  $9,900, 
as  the  case  may  be,  to  compensate  for  the 
higher  costs  incident  to  the  construction  of 
elevator-type  structures  of  sound  standards 
of  construction  and  design:  Provided  fur¬ 
ther,  That  the  Commissioner  may,  by  regula¬ 
tion,  increase  any  of  the  foregoing  dollar 
amount  limitations  by  not  to  exceed  $1,250 
per  room,  without  regard  to  the  number  of 
rooms  being  less  than  four,  or  four  or  more, 
in  any  geographical  area  where  he  finds  that 
cost  levels  so  require :  Provided  further.  That 
in  the  case  of  a  mortgagor  of  the  character 
described  in  paragraph  (3)  of  subsection  (a) 
the  mortgage  shall  involve  a  principal  obli¬ 
gation  in  an  amount  not  to  exceed  90  per 
centum  of  the  amount  which  the  Commis¬ 
sioner  estimates  will  be  the  replacement  cost 
of  the  property  or  project  when  the  proposed 
physical  improvements  are  completed:  Pro¬ 
vided  further.  That  upon  the  sale  of  a  prop¬ 
erty  or  project  by  a  mortgagor  of  the  char-' 
acter  described  in  paragraph  (3)  of  subsec¬ 
tion  (a)  to  a  nonprofit  cooperative  ownership 
housing  corporation  or  trust  within  two  years 
after  the  completion  of  such  property  or 
project  the  mortgage  given  to  finance  such 


sale  shall  involve  a  principal  obligation 
an  amount  not  to  exceed  the  maximt 
amount  computed  in  accordance  with  Oils 
subsection  without  regard  to  the  preceding 
proviso:  And  provided  further,  That  tyr  the 
purposes  of  this  section  the  term  ‘veteran’ 
shall  mean  persons  wo  have  serve/  in  the 
active  military  or  naval  service  of  Vne  United 
States  at  any  time  on  or  after  April  6,  1917, 
and  prior  to  November  12,  1918,  or  on  or 
after  September  16,  1940,  ant/ prior  to  July 
26,  1947,  or  on  or  after  Ju/e  27,  1950,  and 
prior  to  February  1,  1955 V 

(c)  Section  213(d)  of  such  Act  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  th/re  of  a  new  sentence 
as  follows:  “Property yfield  by  a  corporation 
or  trust  of  the  character  described  in  para¬ 
graph  numbered  U&)  of  subsection  (a)  of 
this  section  whicis  is  covered  by  a  mortgage 
insured  under  tins  section  may  include  such 
community  facilities,  and  property  held  by 
a  mortgagor /6f  the  character  described  in 
paragraph  numbered  (3)  of  subsection  (a) 
of  this  section  which  is  covered  by  a  mort¬ 
gage  insvfred  under  this  section  may  include 
such  commercial  and  community  facilities, 
as  th/Commissioner  deems  adequate  to  serve 
the /ccupants.” 

1)  Section  213  of  such  Act  is  further 
tended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following  new  subsection: 

“(i)  Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  construed 
to  prevent  the  insurance  of  a 'mortgage 
executed  by  a  mortgagor  of  the  character 
described  in  paragraph  (1)  of  subsection  (a) 
of  this  section  covering  property  upon  which 
dwelling  units  and  related  facilities  have 
been  constructed  prior  to  the  filing  of  the 
application  for  mortgage  insurance  here¬ 
under:  Provided,  That  the  Commissioner 
determines  that  the  consumer  interest  is  pro¬ 
tected  and  that  the  mortgagor  will  be  a  con¬ 
sumer  cooperative :  Provided  further.  That  in 
the  case  of  properties  other  than  new  con¬ 
struction,  the  limitations  in  this  section 
upon  the  amount  of  the  mortgage  shall  be 
based  upon  the  appraised  value  of  the  prop¬ 
erty  for  continued  use  as  a  cooperative 
rather  than  upon  the  Commissioner’s  esti¬ 
mate  of  the  replacement  cost:  And  provided 
further,  That  as  to  any  project  on  which 
construction  was  commenced  after  the  effec¬ 
tive  date  of  this  subsection,  the  mortgage 
on  such  project  shall  be  eligible  for  insur¬ 
ance  under  this  section  only  'in  those  cases 
where  the  construction  was  subject  to  in¬ 
spection  by  the  Commissioner  and  where 
there  was  compliance  with  the  provisions  of 
section  212  of  this  title.  As  to  any  project 
yon  which  construction  was  commenced  prior 
the  effective  date  of  this  subsection,  such 
action,  and  compliance  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  212  of  this  title,  shall  not 
be  ^prerequisite.” 

-  (e)  (VI  Section  213  of  such  Act  is  further 
amended,  by  adding  after  subsection  (i)  (as 
added  byVubsection  (d)  of  this  section)  the 
following  new  subsections: 

"(j)  Theresas  hereby  created  a  Cooperative 
Management  Hp using  Insurance  Fund  (here¬ 
in  referred  to  Npthe  ‘Management  Fund’) 
which  shall  be  uAed  by  the  Commissioner  as 
a  revolving  fund  ror  carrying  out  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  titleVwith  respect  to  mort¬ 
gages  insured  under  subsection  (a)(1)  and 
subsection  (a)  (3)  pursuant  to  commitments 
issued  on  or  after  the  daSe  of  the  enactment 
of  the  Housing  Act  of  1958  or  mortgage  in¬ 
surance  or  commitments  reissued  under  sub¬ 
section  (n).  The  Commissioner  is  directed 
to  transfer  to  the  Management  Fund  the 
sum  of  $2,000,000  from  the  Housing  Insur¬ 
ance  Fund  established  pursuant  No  section 
207(f).  General  expenses  of  operation  of 
the  Federal  Housing  Administration  relating 
to  mortgages  the  mortgage  insuranoe  for 
which  is  the  obligation  of  the  Management 
Fund  may  be  charged  to  the  Management 
Fund. 

(k)  The  Commissioner  shall  establish,  as\ 
of  the  enactment  of  the  Housing  Act  of 
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Rockefeller  visited  Mr.  Heck  at  Ellis 
Hospital  just  before  leaving  May  6  for  a  vaca¬ 
tion  at\his  farm  in  Venezuela.  He  learned 
of  the  speaker’s  death  yesterday  afternoon  as 
he  returned  from  a  horseback  ride  up  a# 
mountain  rfiige  near  his  Monte  Sacro  farm. 

The  Governor  immediately  dictated  a  trib¬ 
ute  in  which \e  referred  to  Mr.  Heck’s  serv¬ 
ice  as  unique  add  unprecedented. 

“His  passing  leaves  a  void  in  the  Republi¬ 
can  Party  and  inVur  legislature  which  will 
take  years  to  fill,”  hAsaid. 

Mr.  Rockefeller  is \cheduled  to  arrive  at 
New  York  Internatio\aI  Airport,  Idlewild, 
Queens,  this  morning. 

The  death  of  Mr.  HeckXonfronts  the  Gov¬ 
ernor  with  a  major  political  problem  in  the 
election  of  a  successor.  Tire  speakership  is 
filled  by  a  majority  vote  of  the  assembly. 

Mr.  Heck  was  the  leader  of  \  liberal  wing 
of  the  party  dominating  the  northeast  quad¬ 
rant  of  the  State.  That  group,  in  alliance 
with  downstate  liberal  forces,  wa\  able  to 
dominate  the  assembly  under  Governors 
Thomas  E.  Dewey  and  W.  Averell  Hamman. 

Assemblyman  Joseph  F.  Carlino,  of 'Long 
Beach,  Long  Island,  who  was  appointed  Via- 
jority  leader  by  Mr.  Heck  in  1954,  is  vtoe 
leading  candidate  for  speaker.  But  opposf' 
tion  from  upstate  rural  counties  may  put 
his  election  in  doubt. 

Potential  rivals  for  the  speakership  include 
Assemblymen  Robert  Main,  a  relative  new¬ 
comer,  from  Franklin  County;  Charles  Schoe- 
neck,  of  Onondaga,  also  a  relative  new¬ 
comer,  who  helped  stem  the  revolt  against 
Governor  Rockefeller's  tax  program  last  win¬ 
ter;  Charles  Cusick,  of  Auburn,  now  chair¬ 
man  of  the  banking  committee;  and  Julius 
Volker,  of  Erie,  one  of  the  leaders  of  the  tax 
revolt  at  the  last  session. 

in  Mr.  Carlino’s  favor  is  the  fact  that  he 
comes  from  a  New  York  City  suburban  coun¬ 
ty,  Nassau.  The  suburban  counties  consti¬ 
tute  a  main  source  of  Republican  strength 
now.  Mr.  Rockefeller’s  margin  in  Nassau, 
Suffolk,  and  Westchester  wiped  out  Mr.  Har- 
riman’s  New  York  City  margin. 

Whether  the  speakership  will  be  filled 
before  the  next  regular  session  of  the  legis¬ 
lature  in  January  was  uncertain  yesterday. 
One  view  was  that  the  statutory  duties  of 
the  office  made  it  necessary  to  fill  the  post 
as  soon  as  possible. 

If  the  office  is  filled  before  the  session,  it 
could  be  achieved  by  the  circulation  of  a 
petition  among  , Republican  assemblymen. 
The  selection  would  become  effective  by  fil¬ 
ing  the  petition  with  the  clerk  of  the  as¬ 
sembly. 

WIELDED  WIDE  POWER 

As  speaker  of  the  assembly  for  more  thah 
two  decades,  Mr.  Heck  wielded  more  power 
over  more  years  than  any  other  tnajn  in 
New  York’s  legislative  history. 

Elected  speaker  in  1937,  he  was  the  Sf2 d  per¬ 
son  to  hold  the  office.  His  predecessors  over 
a  period  of  160  years  had  averaged  less  than 
2  years  in  office.  The  longest/tenure  had 
been  6  years. 

Mr.  Heck  enjoyed  aTfipartfean  popularity 
that  is  not  commonly  the  Jot  of  such  pow¬ 
erful  politicians.  This  iwas  demonstrated 
in  the  spring  of  1956  whan  2,500  Republicans 
and  Democrats  turned  .out  for  a  testimonial 
dinner  in  his  honor  sit  the  Waldorf-Astoria 
Hotel.  The  affair  yWas  regarded  generally 
as  the  opening  gun/of  his  bid  for  the  Repub¬ 
lican  nominatioiyffor  Governor  in  1958. 

Never  coy  ahmit  his  ambition,  Mr.  Heck 
desired  to  topJais  public  career  in  the  execu¬ 
tive  mansions  He  was,  often  mentioned  for 
membership)  on  the  public  service  commis¬ 
sion  and  for  secondary  spots  on  State  tickets. 
These  did  not  interest  him. 

His  Political  star  was  in  the  ascendency  in 
the  late  thirties  at  a  time  when  another 
yoiyfg  Republican,  Thomas  E.  Dewey,  was 
ing  into  the  forefront  as  a  result  of  his 
fosecution  of  rackets  in  New  York  City. 


In  his  second  year  as  Speaker,  Mr.  Heck 
had  hoped  to  be  his  party’s  choice  for  Gover¬ 
nor  in  1938,  but  the  nomination  went  to  Mr. 
Dewey.  Mr.  Heck  was  permanent  chairman 
of  the  convention  and  later  was  chosen  by 
Mr.  Dewey  as  his  upstate  campaign  pianager. 

AN  AVOWED  CANDIDATE 

Mr.  Heck  made  no  move  to  get  the  nomina¬ 
tion  in  1954,  when  Mr.  Dewey  elected  not  to 
seek  a  fourth  term,  but  2  years  later,  he  be¬ 
came  an  avowed  candidate  for  the  nomi¬ 
nation  in  1958.  However,  in  the  spring  of 
the  election  year,  another  political  star,  Nel¬ 
son  A.  Rockefeller,  began  to  rise. 

A  portly  man,  nearly  6  feet  tall,  Mr,  Heck 
tipped  the  scales  at  265  pounds  until,  on  the 
advice  of  his  physicians,  he  trimmed  down 
to  225.  He  was  an  ablp,  persuasive  and  artic¬ 
ulate  speaker,  with  a  facility  for  wit,  which 
he  frequently  used  to  lighten  the  atmosphere 
of  the  assembly. 

The  source  of  his  power  was  his  authority 
to  name  the  chairmen  of  all  assembly  com¬ 
mittees  and  his  role  as  chairman  of  the 
Rules  Committee,  which  controls  the  fate  of 
all  legislation  during  the  closing  weeks  of 
the  session. 

Mr.  Heck  was  a  progressive  Republican. 
For  this  reason,  he  frequently  was  at  oddSy 
with  Senate  Majority  Leader  Walter  ,  J.  Me 
loney,  a  conservative,  who  was  his  Repi 
li’van  counterpart  in  the  upper  house.  Air. 
Hade  strongly  supported  the  compulsory 
automobile  insurance  bill  for  severe/  years 
befor\  Mr.  Mahoney  finally  capitulated.  He 
steereaVthe  telephone  bill — designed  to  pre¬ 
vent  a  rate  increase — through  thre  assembly 
twice,  onlV  to  have  Mr.  Mahoney  kill  it  in 
committee^ 

[From  the  N^w  York  TimeS,  May  21,  1959] 
OSWALD  D.  21ECK 

He  was  one  ofNthe  finest  public  servants 
of  New  York  StateX  Amiember  of  the  assem¬ 
bly  since  1932,  spearaw-  since  1937 — the  long¬ 
est  service  in  that  office  by  far  for  any  man — - 
Oswald  D.  Heck  onjoyeX  the  respect  and  af¬ 
fection  of  members  of  Xpth  sides  of  party 
aisle.  He  wasA  man  of  high  principle,  yet 
shrewd  in  thg art  of  politics^  Jolly  and  com- 
panionabley/he  was  neverthX.es  deeply  ser¬ 
ious  about  issues  that  mattXed,  ready  to 
take  the/floor  with  a  strength  Of  conviction 
that  carried  the  day  when  a  quoXion  of  im- 
portEuice  was  at  stake.  He  stood  courageous¬ 
ly  fUr  the  liberal  cause  in  lawmaking  Gov- 
erj/ors  came  and  went;  he  remainedXas  one 
the  few  symbols  of  permanence  oX  the 
Albany  scene,  a  stanch  defender  of  common 
sense,  always  to  be  depended  on.  He  vXf. 
to  a  degree  unusual  in  political  life,  a  mal 
of  character. 

[From  the  New  York  Herald  Tribune,  May 
22,  1959] 

Oswald  D.  Heck:  A  Life  of  Service 

Few  other  political  figures  in  our  State  will 
be  mourned  more  deeply  or  sincerely  than 
Oswald  D.  Heck,  who  died  yesterday  in  Sche¬ 
nectady  at  the  untimely  age  of  57.  '  For  23 
years  he  was  speaker  of  the  assembly — 
longer  than  any  individual  had  served  in  that 
job  before  him,  or  is  likely  to  do  in  years  to 
come.  It  was  a  job  that  Ozzie  Heck  held  with 
pride,  independence  and  a  profound  sense 
of  responsibility.  Being  an  official  of  his 
State  was  nothing  casual  or  incidental  to  Mr. 
Heck.  It  was  his  life. 

It  was  a  measure  of  his  personal  character 
and  his  political  skill  that  Mr.  Heck  held 
not  only  the  respect  but  the  affection  of 
members  of  both  parties — as  was  reflected 
yesterday  in  the  tributes  paid  to  him.  Being 
speaker  of  the  assembly  is  a  partisan  job,  but 
Mr.  Heck  knew,  how  to  be  partisan  and  a 
square-shooter  A  the  same  time.  Some  evi¬ 
dence  of  how  successful  he  was  came  at  a 
testimonial  dinner  at  the  Waldorf  in  1956, 
when  2,000  guests.  Republicans  and  Demo¬ 


crats  alike,  cheered  him  on  this  20th  anni¬ 
versary  as  speaker. 

Oswald  Heck  had  an  ambition  to  Gov¬ 
ernor  of  New  York,  and  a  very  goocr  one  he 
would  have  made.  Political  fortunes  and,  in 
recent  years,  his  own  health,  rulqa  otherwise 
and  he  never  made  the  campaign.  But  he 
could  look  back,  as  few  men  cjznild,  to  a  life¬ 
time  of  devoted  service,  memorialized  both 
in  achievement  and  friendship. 

[From  the  New  York  Mftror,  May  22,  1959] 

A  Political  Hero 

Oswald  D.  Heck,  5 if,  died  too  soon  yester¬ 
day.  Speaker  of  the  New  York  State  Assem¬ 
bly  for  a  record  22  years,  Ozzie  Heck  was  a 
politician  in  thfy  finest  sense  of  the  word. 

He  was  skilled  in  the  arts  of  government. 
He  served  t lyf  people.  His  honesty  was  leg¬ 
endary,  altjrfough  few  men  of  his  age  have 
lived  long/enough  to  create  legends. 

Leaders  of  his  own  Republican  Party  and 
the  Democratic  opposition  have  rushed  to 
pay  tribute  to  his  virtues. 

fere  is  evidence  that  his  fatal  illness  may 
ha^e  been  occupational.  He  had  suffered 
to m  circulatory  troubles,  had  undergone  an 
Operation  for  a  related  foot  infection,  and 
finally  succumbed  to  an  acute  coronory  at¬ 
tack. 

Politics,  too,  has  its  heroes.  Ozzie  Heck 
was  one  of  them. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.. President,  I  de-v 
sire  to  join  my  distinguished  colleague  in 
paying  tribute  to  Oswald  D.  Heck,  who 
served  for  so  many  years  as  speaker  of 
the  New  York  State  Assembly. 

He  was  for' a  long  time  a  close  asso¬ 
ciate  of  my  predecessor  in  the  Senate, 
Irving  Ives,  who  is  known  and  beloved 
by  many  Members  of  this  body.  They 
rose  in  the  State  legislature  together.  I 
believe  Mi-.  Heck  succeded  Irving  Ives  as 
both  Republican  floor  leader  and  speaker. 

As  my  colleague  has  pointed  out. 
Speaker  Heck  sponsored  much  important 
legislation,  and  was  one  of  the  archi¬ 
tects  of  legislation  which  placed  New 
York  State  in  the  forefront  of  the  pro¬ 
gressive  States  of  the  Nation.  He  was  a 
hard  fighter  for  the  things  in  which  he 
believed,  but  he  was  able  to  fight  in  a 
manner  which  in  no  way  detracted 
from  the  high  regard  and  affection 
which  was  felt  for  him  by  members  of 
all  parties. 

He  was,  to  an  unusual  degree,  a  man 
of  character  in  public  life.  I  join  in  this 
^tribute  to  him,  and  in  extending  to  Mrs. 
leek  and  the  other  members  of  his  fam¬ 
ily  our  deepest  sympathy. 

WHEAT  ACT  OF  1959 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (S.  1968)  to  strengthen  the 
wheat  marketing  quota  and  price  sup¬ 
port  program. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
is  open  to  further  amendment. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  President,  I 
offer  the  amendment  which  I  send  to  the 
desk  and  ask  to  have  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  It  is  pro¬ 
posed  to  strike  out  all  after  the  enacting 
clause  and  insert  in  lieu,, thereof  the  fol¬ 
lowing  : 

That  (a)  notwithstanding  any  other  pro¬ 
vision  of  law,  no  agricultural  commodities, 
title  to  which  has  been  or  is  hereafter  ac¬ 
quired  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora- 
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tion,  shall  be  sold  or  otherwise  disposed  of, 
except  as  provided  in  subsection  (b). 

(b)  Commodities  referred  to  in  subsection 
(a)  may  be  disposed  of,  in  accordance  with 
directions  of  the  President,  as  follows: 

(1)  Donation,  sale,  or  other  disposition  for 
disaster  or  other  relief  purposes  outside  the 
United  States  pursuant  to  and  subject  to 
the  limitations  of  title  II  of  the  Agricultural 
Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of 

1954;  ‘  ,  _ 

(2)  Sale  or  barter  (including  barter  for 
strategic  materials)  to  develop  new  or  ex¬ 
panded  markets  for  American  agricultural 
commodities,  including  but  not  limited  to 
disposition  pursuant  to  and  subject  to  the 
limitations  of  title  I  of  the  Agricultural 
Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of 
1954; 

(3)  Donation  to  school-lunch  programs; 

(4)  Transfer  to  the  national  stockpile  es¬ 
tablished  pursuant  to  the  Act  of  June  7, 
1939,  as  amended  (50  U.S.C.  98-98h),  with¬ 
out  reimbursement  from  funds  appropriated 
for  the  purposes  of  that  Act;, 

(5)  Donation,  sale,  or  other  disposition  for 
research,  experimental,  or  educational  pur¬ 
poses; 

(6)  Sale  for  new  or  byproduct  uses; 

(7)  Donation,  sale,  or  other  disposition  for 
disaster  relief  purposes  in  the  United  States 
or  to  meet  any  national  emergency  declared 
by  the  President; 

(8)  Sales  at  not  less  than  the  current  par¬ 
ity  price  for  such  commodity,  plus  reason¬ 
able  carrying  charges,  whenever  the  Presi¬ 
dent  determines  that  because  of  a  shortage 
of  the  commodity  such  sale  is  necessary  to 
prevent  hardship; 

(9)  Donations  to  penal  and  correctional 
institutions  in  accordance  with  section  210 
of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1956; 

(10)  Sales  for  export ; 

(11)  Dispositions  authorized  by  section 
416  of  the  Agricultural  Act;  of  1949;  and 

(12)  Sales  for  the  purpose  of  rotating 
stocks  or  consolidating  inventories,  any  such 
sale  to  be  offset  by  purchase  of  the  same 
commodity  in  a  substantially  equivalent 
quantity  or  of  a  substantially  equivalent 
value. 

(c)  Strategic  materials  acquired  by  the 
commodity  Credit  Corporation  under  para¬ 
graph  (2)  of  subsection  (b)  shall  be  trans¬ 
ferred  to  the  national  stockpile  established 
pursuant  to  the  Act  of  June  7,  1939,  as 
amended,  or  to  the  supplemental  stockpile 
established  by  section  104(b)  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance 
Act  of  1954,  and  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  shall  be  reimbursed  for  the  value 
of  the  commodities  bartered  for  such  stra¬ 
tegic  materials  from  funds  appropriated  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  8  of  such  Act  of  June  7,  1939, 
as  amended.  For  the  purpose  of  such  reim¬ 
bursement,  the  value  of  any  commodity  so 
bartered  shall  be  the  lower  of  the  domestic 
market  price  or  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration’s  investment  therein  as  of  the  date 
of  such  barter,  as  determined  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture.  In  order  to  make  pay¬ 
ment  to  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
for  any  commodities  so  transferred  to  the 
national  stockpile  or  the  supplemental  stock¬ 
pile,  there  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  ap¬ 
propriated  amounts  equal  to  the  value  of  any 
commodities  so  transferred  The  value  of 
any  commodity  so  transferred,  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  this  section,  shall  be  the  lower  of 
the  domestic  market  price  or  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporations  investment  therein  as  of 
the  date  of  transfer  to  the  stockpile,  as 
determined  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Sec.  2.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi¬ 
sions  of  law,  all  provisions  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended, 
and  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended, 
and  any  other  Act  of  Congress,  relating  to 
acreage  allotments,  marketing  quotas,  and 
price  supports  for  any  agricultural  commod¬ 
ity  shall  be  ineffective  with  respect  to  the 


1960  and  subsequent  crops  of  such  com¬ 
modities;  but  any  right,  claim,  or  action 
which  accrued  under  any  such  provisions 
with  respect  to  any  crop  prior  to  the  1960 
crop  shall  not  be  affected. 

Amend  the  title  so  as  to  read:  “A  bill  to 
provide  for  a  new  farm  program.” 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 

question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from  Indi¬ 
ana  [Mr.  Capehart]. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays  on  my  amend¬ 
ment. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 

Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  It  is  my  understand¬ 
ing,  under  the  unanimous-consent  agree¬ 
ment  which  was  reached  last  evening, 
that  3  hours  are  to  be  allowed  on  the 
Capehart  substitute,  to  be  equally  di¬ 
vided. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 

Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  should  like  to  ask 

the  Senator  whether  he  expects  to  make 
an  extended  general  statement  at  this 
time  on  his  amendment. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Ordinarily  I  do  not 
talk  too  long.  I  do  not  think  I  shall  re¬ 
quire  very  long,  unless  there  are  inter¬ 
ruptions.  I  hope  there  will  be  consider¬ 
able  discussion  of  the  amendment,  be¬ 
cause  it  is  certainly  far-reaching,  and 
it  should  be  debated.  However,  I  do  not 
believe  I  shall  take  much  time. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  a  fur¬ 
ther  parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  make  this  inquiry 
only  in  the  interest  of  Senators. 

Does  the  Senator  from  Indiana  expect 
all  the  time  on  the  substitute  to  be  con¬ 
sumed? 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  I  cannot  answer 
that  question,  because  I  do  not  know 
what  questions  will  be  asked,  and  I  do 
not  know  which  direction  the  debate 
will  take.  However,  I  should  say  not.  If 
I  can  explain  what  I  am  trying  to  do, 
perhaps  we  can  get  through  in  a  fairly 
short  time. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  I  yield. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  As  a 
matter  of  clarification,  would  the  Sena¬ 
tor  abolish  all  types  of  aid  on  all  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities,  including  dairy 
products,  sugar,  and  wool? 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  not  unmindful  of 
the  fact  that  my  amendment  is  a  very 
far-reaching  one,  and  Senators  will  want 
to  give  very  careful  consideration  to 
their  votes  on  the  amendment. 

The  proposed  legislation  before  us  as 
amended  up  to  this  time  makes  the  situ¬ 
ation  much  worse  than  it  was  before. 
In  other  words,  the  pending  legislation, 
as  amended  by  the  so-called  Williams 
amendment,  does  not  do  the  small  farm¬ 
er  any  good  at  all.  The  small  farmer 
will  not  have  any  more  corn  or  peanuts 
or  wheat  or  cotton  to  sell  or  to  put  under 


loan  or  deliver  than  he  had  before  we 
adopted  the  amendment.  It  will  hurt 
the  middle-class  farmer  or  the  large 
farmer,  because  it  practically  takes  him 
out  of  participating  in  the  so-called 
price  support  program.  Therefore,  out¬ 
side  the  crops  on  which  there  are  man¬ 
datory  acreages,  he  will  be  in  the  posi¬ 
tion  of  growing  as  much  as  he  wishes, 
and  till  as  many  acres  as  he  wishes, 
and  grow  as  much  as  he  wishes  to  grow. 
It  affects  the  large  farmer  and  the  fairly 
large  farmer.  I  am  delighted  that  it 
has  happened,  because  heretofore  I  have 
felt  duty-bound  to  cooperate  in  the  pro¬ 
gram  by  participating  in  the  program 
and  because  no  longer  will  I  personally 
feel  in  conscience  that  I  should  partici¬ 
pate  in  the  program,  which  reduces  my 
acres  of  soybeans,  wheat,  and  other 
things,  if  I  participate. 

What  the  Senate  has  done  in  my 
opinion,  has  not  helped  the  small  farm¬ 
er.  We  have  increased  the  production, 
and  we  will  further  lower  the  farmer’s 
prices.  The  pending  bill  calls  for  65 
percent  of  parity  on  wheat.  Yet  there 
is  a  law  on  the  statute  books  which  pro¬ 
vides  that  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration,  the  Department  of  Agriculture, 
is  authorized  to  sell  at  5  percent  above 
the  existing  support  price.  That  means 
that  the  market  price  on  wheat  will  be 
set  at  70  percent,  plus  a  little  interest 
and  some  carrying  charges. 

That  means,  if  history  repeats  itself, 
as  it  always  does,  that  the  small  farmer 
will  have  about  20  percent  of  parity. 
With  1,300  million  bushels  -of  wheat  in 
the  hands  of  the  Government,  out  of  a 
total  of  1,600  million  bushels  of  visible 
supply,  plus  what  is  raised  this  year,  we 
will  further  reduce  to  the  farmer  the 
price  of  wheat.  We  will  further  increase 
the  surplus.  We  will  further  make  the 
program  more  unworkable  than  it  has 
been  heretofore. 

I  wish  the  Record  to  show  that  the 
Williams  amendment,  in  my  opinion — 
and  I  refrained  from  voting  on  it  by  rea¬ 
son  of  the  fact  that  I  farm  on  a  rather 
large  scale — is  the  best  reason  why  the 
Senate  should  adopt  my  amendment. 

We  are  further  complicating  the  farm 
problem  and  further  reducing  the  farm¬ 
ers’  prices  and  likewise  increasing  the 
surpluses. 

My  amendment  would  do  this:  It 
would  freeze  the  currently  Government- 
held  $9  billion  to  $10  billion  farm  sur¬ 
plus.  It  would  repeal,  as  of  January  1, 
1960,  or  at  the  end  of  the  current  crop 
year,  all  agricultural  price  support  pro¬ 
grams. 

It  would  in  effect,  Mr.  President,  re¬ 
move  the  depressing  price  effect  of  the 
current  surplus  and,  more  importantly, 
let  the  American  farmer  conduct  his  own 
business. 

No  one  disputes  the  fact  that  the  cur¬ 
rently  held  surplus  is  one  of  the  princi¬ 
pal  reasons  why  farm  prices  are  too  low. 

Whether  the  Senate  adopts  my  amend¬ 
ment  or  does  not  adopt  it,  whether  the 
Senate  passes  the  pending  bill  or  wheth¬ 
er  it  does  not  pass  it,  there  is  one  thing, 
in  my  opinion,  that  we  must  do,  and  that 
is  to  repeal  the  part  of  the  law  which 
provides  that  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  can  sell  at  the  minimum  of 
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5  percent  above  the  existing  support 
price.  We  set  the  market  price,  when  we 
reduce  the  support  price.  With  a  sup¬ 
port  price  of  65  percent,  when  we  say  to 
the  Government,  “You  can  sell  it  at  70 
percent  or  5  percent  above  Jshe  existing 
support  price,”  we  set  the  market  price. 
That  is  particularly  true  so  long  as  the 
Government  has  control  of  1,300  million 
bushels  of  wheat  of  a  visible  supply  of 
1,600  million  bushels.  The  same  is  true 
of  corn,  soybeans,  and  other  crops,  al¬ 
though  it  is  not  true  quite  to  the  degree 
that  it  is  of  wheat. 

We  will  never  get  the  market  price  to 
the  farmers  above  the  support  price  so 
long  as  we  have  that  provision  in  the 
law. 

My  amendment  would  freeze  the  sur¬ 
plus — $9  billion  or  $10  billion  worth,  or 
whatever  it  is — which  we  will  have  on 
hand  at  the  end  of  this  year.  Price  sup¬ 
ports  would  not  be  eliminated  until  the 
first~of  January,  but  we  would  say  to  the 
President  of  the  United  States,  “You  can 
dispose  of  the  $9  billion  or  $10  billion 
surplus  in  an  orderly  way.  You  can  sell 
it  in  export  trade.  You  can  sell  it 
through  the  school  lunch  program.  You 
can  give  it  to  hungry  people  in  the  United 
States.  You  can  give  it  to^hungry  people 
anywhere.  You  can  sell  it  under  Public 
Law  480-  You  can  dispose  of  it  in  all 
the  ways  you  can  dispose  of  it  now.” 

My  amendment  would  say  to  the  Presi¬ 
dent  that  in  case  of  an  emergency,  such 
as  the  price  of  agricultural  commodities 
going  too  high,  or  in  case  of  a  drought, 
he  could  sell  it  in  the  domestic  market ; 
but  he  could  sell  it  only  at  100  percent 
of  parity,  because  the  purpose  of  the 
.amendment  is"  to  take  the  stockpile  com¬ 
pletely  out  of  competition  with  what  the 
farmers  grow  beginning  January  1  of 
next  year.  Under  the  amendment,  on 
January  1  of  next  year,  the  farmers 
would  start  as  though  there  had  never 
been  any  farm  programs.  The  Govern¬ 
ment  would  be  permitted  to  sell  com¬ 
modities  fi'om  the  stockpile  in  the  export 
market.  It  could  likewise  sell  any  mer¬ 
chandise  from  the  stockpile  which  is  de¬ 
teriorating  or  spoiling.  However,  if  it  did 
that,  it  would  have  to  buy  an  equal 
amount  of  the  commodities  in  the  open 
market  at  the  market  price  to  replace  it. 

The  operation  of  the  plan  may  take  5 
years,  in  order  to  dispose  of  the  sur¬ 
pluses.  However,  in  the  meantime  we 
would  eliminate  the  surpluses  from  com¬ 
peting  with  the  farmers  and  competing 
with  the  farmers’  prices. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  am  sure  the  Sena¬ 
tor  would  not  want  to  leave  the  impres¬ 
sion  that  the  wheat  under  the  control  of 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  at 
the  present  time,  if  the  bill  should  be 
enacted,  would  be  sold  at  70  percent  of 
parity. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  It  would  be  sold  at 
5  percent  above  the  existing  support 
price. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Evidently  my  good 
friend  has  overlooked  the  last  sentence 
of  the  first  paragraph  on  page  4  of  the 
bill,  which  reads: 

For  the  purposes  of  section  407  of  the 
Agricultural  Act  of  1949  the  current  support 


price  shall  for  each  of  the  1960  and  1961 
crops  of  wheat  be  deemed  to  be  a  price  deter¬ 
mined  on  the  basis  of  a  level  of  support  of  75 
percent  of  the  parity  price  as  of  the  begin¬ 
ning  of  the  marketing  year. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  At  what  percent?  - 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  75  percent. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  It  would  sell  at'  5 
percent  above  75  percent. 

Ml-.  ELLENDER.  Yes. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  The  Senator  agrees 
with  me  that  under  existing  law  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  is  au¬ 
thorized  to  sell  it  at  5  percent  above  the 
existing  support  price. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  That  was  all  right 
when  the  support  price  was  90  percent. 
It  meant  that  it  could  be  sold  at  95  per¬ 
cent.  But  as  support  prices  are  pushed 
down  and  the  law  is  maintained,  then, 
in  my  opinion,  the  market  price  will  be 
pushed  down.  And  what  private  busi¬ 
nessman  will  pay  more  than  5  percent 
above  the  support  price?  He  will  not 
pay  even  that  much  when  he  knows 
that  he  can  buy  commodities  out  of  the 
big  stockpile  at  any  time  he  wishes,  at 
5  percent  above  the  support  price. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  further  yield? 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  am  certain  the 
Senator  recalls  that  the  law  further  pro¬ 
vides  that  to  this  price  are  added - 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Interest  and  carry¬ 
ing  charges. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes;  interest  and 
carrying  charges,  which  amount  to  a 
considerable  sum. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  That  is  correct;  I 
should  have  said  that.  It  is  5  percent 
of  the  total  amount. 

Let  me  give  an  example  of  what  I  am 
talking  about.  I  had  a  visit  from  a 
friend  the  other  day.  He  sat  opposite 
me  at  my  desk.  He  has  a  grain  elevator 
and  a  feed  mill,  and  he  is  a  successful 
businessman. 

I  asked  him,  “How  much  Government 
grain  do  you  have  on  hand?” 

He  said,  “I  have  only  corn.  I  have 
100,000  bushels  of  Government-stored 
corn.  The  Government  pays  me  a  cent 
a  bushel  a  month  for  storing  it  and 
7  cents  a  bushel  for  moving  it  in  and 
out.  So  in  the  first  year  I  made  19  cents 
a  bushel  on  100, OtfO  bushels.” 

Then  I  asked  him,  “How  much  corn 
do  you  have  for  your  own  purposes? 
How  much  do  you  own?  You  have  a 
fairly  large  feed  mill.” 

He  replied,  “I  have  only  30,000 
bushels.” 

I  asked,  “Why  don’t  you  buy  100,000 
bushels?” 

He  said,  “Why  should  I  buy  100,000 
bushels  when  the  Government  is  paying 
me  1  cent  a  bushel  a  month  for  storing 
it  and  7  cents  a  bushel  for  moving  it  in 
and  out?  I  know  I  can  buy  it  at  any 
time  I  want  it  at  5  percent  above  the 
support  price  plus  some  interest  and 
carrying  charges,  and  the  corn  is  in  my 
elevators.” 

I  then  asked  him,  “What  do  you  pay 
the  farmers  for  corn?” 

He  said,  “We  are  certainly  not  going 
to  pay  any  more  than  the  support  price 
for  corn.  That  is  what  is  being  paid.” 
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Mr.  President,  that  will  always  be  the 
situation.  If  the  support  price  were  90 
percent,  the  buyer  would  pay  90  percent. 
If  the  support  price  were  60  percent,  he 
would  pay  60  percent.  This  program  is 
not  working.  It  cannot  possibly  work. 

What  is  happening  is  that  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  is  paying  private  enterprises  all 
over  the  United  States  1  cent  a  bushel 
to  store  shelled  cprn.  I  think  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  pays  more  than  that  on  wheat, 
to  carry  the  inventory  which  in  former 
years  the  Government  carried  itself. 
Yet  under  the  law  we  are  putting  a 
ceiling  on  the  free  market  price. 

If  my  amendment  to  eliminate  price 
supports  is  not  adopted,  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  at  this  ses¬ 
sion  of  Congress  should  propose  to  repeal 
the  law  which  freezes  or  sets  a  ceiling 
on  the  free  market  price  at  5  percent 
plus  interest  and  carrying  charges  above 
the  support  price. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Whatever 
else  may  be  accomplished  by  the  Sena¬ 
tor’s  presentation  and  his  amendment,  I 
trust  the  Senate  and  the  country  will 
not  lose  sight  of  the  point  he  has  brought 
out  by  relating  his  experience  with  his 
friend  the  other  day.  As  the  law  now 
stands,  a  new  business  has  been  built  into 
the  economy,  the  business  ©f  storing  sur¬ 
plus  commodities.  A  vested  interest  has 
been  created  in  that  field.  So  long  as 
the  law  stands  as  it  is  today,  the  man  to 
whom  the  Senator  from  Indiana  referred 
will  have  a  good  business  if  he  can  col¬ 
lect  storage  fees  on  100,000  bushels. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  One  hundred  thou¬ 
sand  bushels  of  shelled  corn. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  He  will 
have  a  vested  interest  in  the  perpetua¬ 
tion  of  a  system  which  supplies  grist  for 
his  mill,  to  wit,  the  storage  of  this  com¬ 
modity. 

The  Senator’s  illustration  dealt  with 
corn.  The  same  illustration  could  be 
applied  to  wheat.  I  think  a  vested  in¬ 
terest  has  been  built  into  the  present 
economy  through  the  storage  of  wheat. 
It  has  been  some  time  since  I  saw  the 
figures,  but,  as  I  recall,  the  Government 
is  paying  about  18  cents  a  bushel  for 
the  storage  of  wheat.  That  amount  does 
not  go  to  the  farmer. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  I  think  the  estimate 
is  that  it  costs  about  a  billion  dollars  a 
year  to  store  the  surplus,  and  the  farmer 
gets  none  of  that  amount. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  It  costs 
about  a  billion  dollars  a  year  to  store 
all  surplus  commodities. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Yes,  and  the  farmer 
gets  none  of  that. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  He  might 
if  he  had  some  storage  facilities  on  his 
farm  and  could  store  the  surplus  there. 
But  the  wheat  charge  alone  is  about 
$500,000  a  day. 

To  that  extent,  I  think  the  Senator’s 
presentation  certainly  is  worth  while,  be¬ 
cause  it  ought  to  drive  home  to  the  coun¬ 
try  the  fact  that  there  is  a  new  business 
in  the  farm  program,  namely,  the  busi¬ 
ness  of  storing  the  surplus,  which  is  now 
large  and  is  growing  larger. 

There  is  one  point  I  hope  the  Senator 
\yill  bring  out  in  his  discussion;  that  is. 
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what  he  thinks  the  price  of  wheat  would 
be  under  the  amendment  he  has  offered. 
He  has  indicated  what  he  thinks  it  would 
be  under  the  bill  now  before  the  Senate. 
But  under  the  amendment  in  the  nature 
of  a  substitute,  what  ( clue  can  he  give 
us  as  to  the  price  of  wheat? 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  My  best  judgment 
is  that  it  will  not  have  any  effect  this 
year.  But  beginning  next  year,  when 
the  surplus  has  been  frozen  and  can  only 
be  sold  in  the  domestic  market  for  100 
percent  of  parity,  when  the  Government 
has  about  1,300  million  bushels,  and 
1,600  million  bushels  are  left,  and  nearly 
3G0  million  bushels  in  the  visible  supply 
are  for  private  enterprisers  to  buy,  my 
guess  is  that  the  price  will  go  up  very 
substantially.  It  will  have  to  go  up  very 
substantially. 

I  remember  that  years  ago — and  so 
do  most  other  Senators — one  could  pick 
up  a  newspaper  and  read  occasionally 
that  the  visible  supply  of  wheat  or  corn 
in  the  United  States  was  so  much  or  so 
many  bushels.  That  meant  the  number 
of  bushels  on  farms,  other  bushels  in  the 
elevators,  and  a  number  of  bushels  in 
boxcars.  That  was  the  Visible  supply. 

Now  it  is  called  surplus.  I  am  in¬ 
clined  to  believe  that  $9  'billion  or  $10 
billion  of  surplus  commodities  may  be  a 
good  thing.  Perhaps  that  is  not  too 
large  a  surplus.  But  the  trouble  is  that 
we  try  to  help  the  farmer  by  buying  his 
commodities  and  putting  them  in  sur¬ 
plus,  and  then  pass  a  law  providing 
that  they  can  be  sold  at  5  percent  above 
the  support  price,  which  is  entirely  too 
low.  That  is  the  weakness  of  the  whole 
proposition. 

The  amendment  I  am  offering  has  two 
parts  to  it.  I  repeat:  The  surplus  would 
be  frozen  and  disposed  of  -in  an  orderly 
way,  so  that  it  would  not  interfere  with 
that  which  the  farmers  grow,  beginning 
next  January  1.  The  Government 
would  keep  the  surplus.  Perhaps  that 
is  a  good  thing. 

We  then  say  to  the  President,  “If  the 
price  of  wheat  gets  too  high,  or  if  there 
is  a  drought  and  a  part  of  the  wheat  is 
needed,  you  may  sell  a  portion  of  it  at 
100  percent  of  parity.”  That  is  provided 
so  as  not  to  run  down  the  price  of  the 
farmer’s  commodity  in  the  open  market. 

I  am  certain  that  Senators  realize  that 
if  the  free  market  price  during  the  past 
6  years  had  been  higher  than  the  sup¬ 
port  price,  there  would  not  be  a  nickel’s 
worth  of  commodities  in  the  so-called 
Government  surplus  pile.  It  is  only 
whefi  the  support  price  is  higher  than  the 
free  market  price  that  the  commodities 
are  put  into  the  stockpile. 

Therefore,  what  Congress  ought  to  do 
is  to  enact  legislation  and  adopt  policies 
which  will  keep  the  market  price  above 
the  support  price.  Then  the  farmer  sells 
his  commodities  in  the  open  market. 
That  is  what  we  ought  to  try  to  do.  That 
is  the  kind  of  legislation  we  should  have. 

This  legislation  in  the  beginning,  back 
in  1938,  never  was  intended  to  help  the 
small  farmer,  the  big  farmer,  or  the  in 
between  farmer.  The  size  of  the  farms 
had  absolutely  nothing  to  do  with  the 
question.  It  ought  never  to  have  any¬ 
thing  to  do  with  it  today. 


The  purpose  of  the  agriculture  legis¬ 
lation  in  1938  was  to  reduce  the  farmer’s 
production  by  saying  to  him,  “If  you 
will  reduce  the  number  of  acres  you  till, 
we  will  lend  you  X  amount  a  bushel  or  a 
pound.  You  can  sell  the  commodity  you 
prpduce  in  the  open  market  and  pay  off 
your  loan  at  any  time  you  wish.  Or  if 
the  subport  price  is  higher  than  the 
market  price,  you  can  deliver  the  mer¬ 
chandise  or  commodities  to  us,  and  we 
will  pay  off  your  bank  loan.”  It  was  not 
a  program  to  help  the  little  fellow  or  the 
big  fellow;  it  was  a  program  to  keep  up 
the  prices  of  agricultural  commodities. 

The  original  idea  was  to  keep  the  prices 
of  agricultural  commodities  within  100 
percent  of  parity.  Parity  is  a  formula 
which  is  based  on  keeping  the  prices  of 
agricultural  commodities  comparable  to 
the  prices  the  farmers  have  to  pay  for  all 
the  things  they  buy.  That  was  the  only 
purpose.  But  to  judge  by  what  some 
Senators  say  today,  the  program  was  en¬ 
acted  to  help  the  small  farmer.  Today 
Senators  talk  about  helping  the  small 
farmers.  Of  course,  I  am  in  favor  of 
helping  the  small  farmers.  But  today,  by 
means  of  an  amendment  which  the  Sen¬ 
ate  has  adopted,  the  maximum  amount 
which  can  be  received  by  any  farmer  who 
participates  in  the  program  has  been  lim¬ 
ited  to  $35,000. 

Yet  the  statistics  show  that  the  large 
farmers,  who  constitute  25  percent  of  the 
entire  number  of  farmers,  produce  75 
percent  of  all  agricultural  commodities 
grown  in  the  United  States,  and  farm  75 
percent  of  the  total  acreage.  So  what 
the  Senate  has  done  is  to  remove  75 
percent — the  exact  figure  may  be  some¬ 
what  larger  or  somewhat  smaller-;  in  any 
event,  it  is  a  very  large  amount — com¬ 
pletely  from  the  program,  with  the  result 
that  those  who  farm  75  percent  of  the 
total  acreage  will  be  allowed  to  produce  as 
much  as  they  wish. 

Mr.  President,  the  present  farm  pro¬ 
gram  has  outlived  its  usefulness.  Some¬ 
thing  is  wrong  with  it.  There  is  ample 
proof  of  that. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  amazed  that  so  few 
Senators  are  on  the  floor  to  listen  to  the 
debate.  What  is  wrong  with  Senators? 
Are  they  afraid  of  the  issue?  Are  they 
afraid  to  face  the.  facts  in  connection 
with  a  program  which  has  proven  to  be  a 
failure? 

Mr.  President,  what  is  this  program? 
It  has  been  voted  for  by  both  Demo- 
creatic  Members  of  Congress  and  Repub¬ 
lican  Members  of  Congress.  In  1938  the 
Democratic  Party  gave  us  the  price  sup¬ 
port  law.  Later  on,  Mr.  Benson  proposed 
the  soil-conservation  law;  and  it  was 
added  to  the  price-support  law.  Both  of 
them  had  the  same  purpose,  namely,  to 
reduce  agricultural  commodity  produc¬ 
tion  by  reducing  the  number  of  tillable 
acres,  in  order  that  the  free  market  prices 
of  agricultural  commodities  might  be 
comparable  to  the  prices  the  farmers  had 
to  pay  for  the  things  they  had  to  buy. 

So,  Mr.  President,  this  program  is  not 
a  partisan  one,  because  all  of  us  have  been 
involved  in  it.  But  the  program  is  not 
working. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON,  of  South  Carolina. 
Mr.  President,  will  the  Senator  from  In¬ 
diana  yield  to  me? 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Cannon  in  the  chair) .  Does  the  Senator 
from  Indiana  yield  to  the  Senator  from 
South  Carolina? 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
Have  any  hearings  been  held  on  the  bill? 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Of  course  they  have. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 

I  refer  to  the  proposal  of  the  Senator 
from  Indiana  which  now  is  before  us. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Hearings  were  held 
on  the  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  Humphrey],  which  was 
submitted  yesterday.  My  amendment 
was  printed  and  was  lying  on  the  table 
yesterday,  and  was  before  the  committee 
yesterday  morning,  when  the  committee 
met ;  and  hearings  could  have  been  held 
on  it. 

Mr.  JOHNSTCN  of  South  Carolina. 
But  I  do  not  think  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  and  Forestry  has  held  any 
hearings  on  it;  neither  has  the  com¬ 
mittee  looked  into  the  Senator’s  pro¬ 
posal,  to  see  just  what  it  would  do. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Of  course,  I  think 
perhaps  the  wisest  thing  to  do  would  be 
to  return  the  wheat  bill  to  the  commit¬ 
tee,  and  have  the  committee  study  it 
further. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
But  my  question  is  whether  the  Senator’s 
amendment  has  been  studied  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  hearings. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  No;  I  do  not  think 
hearings  have  been  held  on  it.  About 
a  month  ago  I  introduced  an  omnibus 
farm  bill;  and  I  do  not  think  any  hear¬ 
ings  have  been  held  on  it. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Indiana  yield  to  me?- 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  The  Senator  has  dis¬ 
cussed  the  effects  of  some  of  the  farm 
legislation.  I  wonder  whether  it  dates 
back  to  the  attempts  of  the  Government 
to  assure  production  during  the  emer¬ 
gency  war  period;  and,  later,  the  sur¬ 
pluses  built  up,  and  we  got  into  the  pro¬ 
gram  of  restricting  the  acreage. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Undoubtedly  that  is 
true. 

But,  Mr.  President,  let  us  consider  the 
facts  regarding  the  existing  situation;  let 
us  forget  who  was  responsible  for  the 
program  in  the  first  place.  I  do  not  know 
that,  and  I  do  not  care.  But  I  do  know 
that,  as  one  of  the  98  Members  of  the 
Senate,  I  have  a  responsibility  to  the 
taxpayers  of  the  Nation,  including  the 
farmers  of  the  Nation,  to  try  to  reach  a 
proper  solution  of  this  problem,  which 
at  present  is  the  subject  of  a  very  expen¬ 
sive  program. 

It  is  a  fact  that  this  year  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  will  spend 
$6,500  million — approximately  $5  billion 
of  it  to  support  farm-commodity 
prices — in  order  to  support  a  net  income 
of  all  farmers  in  the  Nation  which  last, 
year  amounted  to  $13  billion;  and  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  tells  us  that 
this  year  their  net  income  will  be  $1 
billion  less.  Yet  the  stockpile  or  the 
surplus  has  increased  to  between  $9  bil¬ 
lion  and  $10  billion  worth.  In  other 
words,  under  the  existing  pi’ogram  the 
cost  to  the  taxpayers  is  rising  every  year, 
the  surplus  is  increasing  every  year,  and 
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the  expenses  of  the  Department  of  Ag¬ 
riculture  are  increasing;  but  agricultural 
commodity  prices  are  remaining  where 
they  were,  or  are  going  down;  and,  at 
least,  Mr.  President,  the  farmers’  net  in¬ 
come  this  year  will  be  $1  billion  less  than 
it  was  last  year. 

Furthermore,  since  1953,  and  through 
1958 — and  for  the'  first  time  in  the 
history  of  the  Nation — the  increase  in 
the  fanners’  income  has  been  less  than 
the  increase  in  the  income  of  the  rest 
of  the  American  people.  The  fanners 
received  $2  billion  less  income. 

Furthermore,  since  1933  the  Govern¬ 
ment  has  spent,  in  supporting  the  prices 
of  agricultural  commodities,  $30  billion. 
Yet  $15  billion  of  that  has  been  spent  in 
the  past  6  years. 

Mr.  President,  those  are  facts.  Yet 
today  the  Senate  is  considering  a  bill 
which  calls  for  the  same,  old  program; 
it  calls  for  no  change  except  one  which 
would  make  the  program  even  worse. 

I  heard  Senators  talk  about  their  de¬ 
sire  to  help  the  small  farmers;  and  they 
thought  the  small  fanners  would  be 
helped  by  imposing  a  limitation  of  $35,- 
000  on  the  amount  which  could  be 
loaned  to  any  one  farmer.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  how  would  that  give  any  farmer  an 
additional  bushel  of  wheat  or  corn  or  an 
additional  pound  of  cotton  or  peanuts? 
It  would  not  help  the  farmers  any,  al¬ 
though  it  might  reduce  the  cost  to  the 
taxpayers. 

But  I  predict  that  un’ess  there  is  a 
drought  this  year,  the  prices  of  agricul¬ 
tural  commodities  will  go  down. 

As  we  know,  the  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  which  are  supported  by  means 
of  this  program  constitute  only  a  very 
small  percentage  of  the  total  of  agricul¬ 
tural  commodities,  in  terms  of  the  total 
income  of  the  farmers.  Three  commod¬ 
ities — corn,  wheat,  and  cotton — are  re¬ 
sponsible  \f or  85  percent  of  the  total  of 
$10  billion. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  prices  of  live¬ 
stock  and  poultry — which  are  responsi¬ 
ble  for  approximately  75  percent,  more 
or  less,  of  the  income  of  the  farmers — 
are  not  supported.  The  prices  of  live¬ 
stock  and  poultry  are  fairly  satisfactory; 
at  least,  hog  prices  and  cattle  prices  are. 

Mr.  President,  why  do  Senators  hesi¬ 
tate  to  change  something  which  they 
know  is  wrong?  Why  is  this  Chamber 
almost  empty  at  this  time?  Why  do  not 
Senators  have  the  courage  to  face  the 
issue?  Is-it  a  political  issue? 

Mr.  President,  all  Senators  are  doing 
now  is  sweeping  their  troubles  under 
the  bed — in  the  way  a  housewife  may 
sometimes  sweep  a  little  dirt  under  the 
bed,  and  think  she  has  cleaned  the  room. 

This  problem  will  be  back  to  haunt 
Senators  next  year,  in  my  opinion,  in  a 
bigger  way  than  it  is  haunting  them  this 
year — or,  if  not  next  year,  then  certainly 
in  1961  or  1962. 

The  only  thing  that  could  possibly  save 
us,  in  this  istuation,  would  be  a  severe 
drought  or  a  great  many,  floods  which 
would  prevent  very  much  production  for 
several  years.  Certainly  that  would  be 
an  exteremely  cruel  way  to  correct  the 
situation.  It  might  be  corrected  on  that 
basis;  but  certainly  it  will  not  be  cor¬ 


rected  otherwise,  under  the  present  pro¬ 
gram. 

Mr.  President,  what  is  the  answer? 
Why  do  not  the  Senate  and  the  House 
of  Representatives  do  something  to  cor¬ 
rect  the  situation?  Why  does  not  the 
Democrat  Party,  which  is  so  much  inter¬ 
ested  in  the  farmers — and  I  say  that 
sincerely — do  something  to  correct  it? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Yes,  I  am  happy  to 
yield* 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  wanted  to  know 
about  the  grammar  used  by  the  Senator 
from  Indiana.  Did  he  say  the  “Demo¬ 
cratic  Party,”  which  is  the  proper  term 
or  “Democrat  Party”? 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Either  one;  what¬ 
ever  name  one  calls  it  by - 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Hereafter  would  the 
Senator  from  Indiana  please  stick  to  the 
rules  of  correct  grammar  and  please  say 
Democratic  Party? 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Very  well,  I  will  say 
Democratic  Party.  I  am  not  trying  to 
be  critical.  I  would  say  the  same  thing 
if  those  on  this  side  of  the  aisle  were  in 
the  majority.  We  are  talking  about  $5 
billion.  I  get  letters  from  all  over  the 
United  States,  mostly  from  Indiana,  say¬ 
ing  to  me,  “Reduce  expenditures.  Cut 
taxes.  Cut  the  foreign  aid  program.” 
They  do  not  seem  to  understand  we  have 
a  Department  of  Agriculture  which  is 
spending  $6  billion,  $5  billion  of  that  for 
price  support,  all  of  which,  in  my 
opinion,  could  be  eliminated  in  a  short 
time. 

I  would  not  regret  the  expenditure  of 
$5  billion,  and  I  do  not  think  the  tax¬ 
payers  would,  if  the  prices  of  the  grains 
we  are  supporting  were  at  figures  com¬ 
parable  with  the  prices  farmers  have  to 
pay  for  the  things  they  buy.  But  that 
is  not  so.  So,  if  we  are  going  to  do 
something  about  this  program,  now  is 
the  time  to  do  it. 

When  I  sent  my  amendment  to  the 
desk  to  be  printed,  which  I  think  was  on 
Wednesday,  the  able  Senator  from 
Minnesota,  in  a  colloquy  with  me,  said, 
“Well,  we  will  take  care  of  this  in  18 
months.”  I  presume  he  meant  that 
when  we  get  a  Democrat  President  they 
will  take  care  of,  it.  The  problem  ought 
to  be  taken  care  of  today. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mi-.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Yes. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Once  again  the  Sen¬ 
ator  has  violated  the  rules  of  syntax  by 
saying  “Democrat”  President,  whereas 
the  word  should  be  “Democratic”  Presi¬ 
dent.  The  Chairman  of  the  Republican 
National  Committee,  our  good  friend  the 
Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Morton], 
has  observed  the  rules  of  politeness,  and 
refers  to  the  “Democratic”  Party.  I  want 
to  congratulate  our  colleague  from  Ken¬ 
tucky.  I  say  to  my  friend  from  Indiana, 
please  do  not  downgrade  your  opposition 
by  dropping  off  the  last  two  letters,  “i-c.” 
We  are  the  “Democratic”  Party  and  not 
the  “Democrat”  Party. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  I  do  not  think  the 
farmers  or  taxpayers  care  whether  I  say 
“Democrat”  or  “Democratic,”  so  long  as 
the  farmers  can  get  higher  prices  and 
the  taxpayers  can  get  some  tax  relief. 
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Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Will  the  Senator 
yield? 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  I  have  said  several 
times  I  was  not  blaming  any  particular 
party. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Will  the  Senator 
yield? 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  But  I  am  appealing 
to  the  people  who  control  the  votes  and 
saying  that  if  we  do  not  do  something 
about  this  problem,  we  are  going  to  be 
in  very  great  trouble. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Will  the  Senator 
yield? 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Yes. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  The  Senator  from 
Illinois  is  trying  to  save  the  grammatical 
reputation  of  the  Senator  from  Indiana, 
and  yet  the  Senator  from  Indiana  per¬ 
sists  in  making  the  same  blunder  over 
and  over  again. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  will  the  Senator  yield  for  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry? 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Let  me  say  to  the 
able  Senator  from  Illinois  that  I  would 
much  prefer  not  to  be  saved  by  him,  since 
I  do  not  consider  it  will  add  to  my  repu¬ 
tation  in  the  least  to  be  helped  or  saved 
by  him,  because  he  possibly  is  one  who 
does  not  have  the  courage  to  face  this 
issue.  Like  a  good  lawyer,  when  he  does 
not  want  to  face  the  issue,  he  wants  to 
divert  attention  in  other  directions. 

I  am  talking  about  a  farm  program 
which,  in  my  opinion,  is  not  working,  and 
there  is  not  a  Member  of  the  U.S.  Senate 
who  will  not  admit  it  is  not  working. 

Let  me  quote  the  last  sentence  of 
President  Eisenhower’s  message  to  Con¬ 
gress  on  January  29.  Some  .people 
said  to  me  the  other  day,  “Well,  you  are 
a  Republican  and  you  are  saying  that 
this  program  is  not  wox-king  and  \.  jn’t 
work,”  and  so  forth. 

Let  me  quote  what  the  President  said 
last  January: 

Continuation  of  the  price  support  and  pro¬ 
duction  control  programs  in  their  present 
form  would  he  intolerable. 

That  is  what  the  President  of  the 
United  States  said  on  January  29.  In 
a  few  moments  I  shall  read  some  other 
statements  he  has  made. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  if  the  Senator  wild  yield,  I 
am  not  sure  that  the  rules  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  require  one  to  be  either  grammatical 
or  to  speak  in  accordance  with  any  rules 
of  snytax;  but  if  we  are  going  to  get 
down  to  fine  points,  I  think  we  ought  to 
know,  when  we  use  the  term  “Demo¬ 
cratic,”  whether  it  should  be  spelled 
with  a  capital  “D”  or  a  small  “d.” 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Let  me  say  to  the 
Senator  that  no  two  persons  have  any 
more  enjoyment  out  of  getting  into  a 
colloquy  than  do  the  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois  and  myself.  We  thoroughly  and 
completely  understand  each  other.  I 
always  derive  great  enjoyment  from  his 
feeble  attempts  to  correct  the  Senator 
from  Indiana,  and  I  know  he  gets  much 
enjoyment  from  my  feeble  efforts  to 
correct  him. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  since  the  Senator  from  In¬ 
diana  has  used  the  word  “feeble”  in. 
referring  to  himself  as  well  as  to  the 
Senator  from  Illinois,  I  trust  it  will  not 
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be  regarded  as  violating  the  rule  that  a 
Senator  must  not  speak  disrespectfully 
of  a  colleague. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  I  am  sure  in  this 
instance  the  word  “feeble”  was  meant 
to  be  praise  both  on  my  part  and  the 
part  of  the  Senator  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  It  was 
a  term  indicating  modesty. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Yes. 

I  now  read  something  else  the  Presi¬ 
dent  said  about  this  question: 

The  price-support  and  production-control 
program  has  not  worked. 

Is  there  a  Senator  who  believes  it  has? 
Is  there  a  newspaper  that  believes  it 
has?  Is  there  a  farmer  who  believes 
it  has  worked? 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  I  yield. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  The 
Senator  knows,  does  he  not,  that  the 
average  production  of  wheat  for  the  past 
4  years,  under  quotas,  despite  the  un¬ 
usually  big  crops  of  last  year,  has  been 
about  300  million  bushels  a  year  less 
than  previous  to  the  imposition  of 
quotas? 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Yes.  The  overall 
production  is  somewhat  greater  today 
than  it  was  20  years  ago,  but  the  pro¬ 
duction  is  not  any  greater  in  proportion 
to  the  increase  in  population  in  the 
United  States  and  the  increase  in  the 
standard  of  living  of  our  people.  It  is 
therefore  better  proof  and  more  proof  of 
the  fact  that  the  program  is  not  working. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield  to  me 
for  a  serious  observation  with  reference 
to  his  proposal? 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  I  yield  2  minutes 
to  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota,  or 
such  time  as  he  may  find  necessary. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  think 
what  the  able  Senator  from  Indiana 
overlooks  or  does  not  credit  is  the  value 
of  a  price  support  program  in  taking 
care  of  seasonal  gluts  in  marketing.  I 
agree  with  him  that  the  big  surplus  on 
hand  has  got  to  be  disposed  of  and  has 
got  to  be  taken  out  of  the  market.  It  is 
hanging  over  the  market.  But,  without 
any  price  support  program  at  all,  what 
does  the  Senator  think  would  happen  to 
prices  in  the  market  if  there  were  no 
way  of  putting  crops  into  storage  or  di¬ 
verting  the  marketing  of  products  at 
harvest  time? 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  I  think  if  our  pres¬ 
ent  surpluses  could  be  eliminated,  or  at 
least  the  great  bulk  of  them,  so  that 
they  would  not  compete  with  what  the 
farmers  will  grow  next  year,  the  prices 
of  farm  products  would  be  much  higher 
than  they  are  now. 

I  am  one  who  believes  that  prices  of 
farm  products  would  increase  if  we  could 
get  rid. of  the  $9  billion  worth  of  surplus 
products  and  started  all  over  again. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Unques¬ 
tionably  that  would  be  time  for  a  short 
period  of  time;  that  is,  if  we  could  be 
sure  that  nope  of  the  present  surpluses 
were  going  to  be  available  to  the  mar¬ 
ket,  except  at  105  percent  of  parity,  there 
should  be  some  bringback  to  the  market. 
However,  it  seems  to  me  a  device  is 
needed  to  protect  the  fanner  against 


the  drop  in  price  which  would  take  effect 
during  the  glut  of  seasonable  marketing 
at  harvesttime. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Perhaps  a  lower 
floor  under  the  price  of  farm  products 
is  needed;  but  I  am  not  one  who  par- 
ticualrly  believes  that  the  present  sur¬ 
plus  is  too  large,  big  as  this  Nation  is 
today,  and  with  as  many  people  in  it  as 
there  are. 

The  trouble  with  the  present  surplus 
is  that  we  have  low  support  prices,  and 
we  permit  sales  from  the  surplus  stocks 
at  5  percent  above  the  support  price, 
which  sets  the  market  price.  That  is  the 
trouble. 

Years  ago  those  engaged  in  private 
enterprise  carried  the  inventory  or  the 
surplus.  Today  the  Government  has  it. 
The  Government  either  has  under  its 
own  control  in  outright  ownership  or 
under  loan  1.3  billion  bushels  of  the  1.6 
billion  bushels  of  supplies  of  wheat. 
That  leaves  only  300  million  bushels 
under  private  control. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  That  is 
not  the  proposal  the  able  Senator  from 
Indiana  is  making.  The  Senator  is  not 
making  a  proposal  that  we  freeze  or  set 
aside  the  current  stock,  but  the  Senator 
has  proposed  a  section  2. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Section 
2  would  wipe  out  all  price  supports. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  If  the 
Senator  would  strike  out  section  2  of  his 
substitute  he  would  be  presenting  a 
proposition  more  in  line  with  the  de¬ 
scription  he  just  gave. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  In  the  statement  I 
prepared  I  said  that  if  any  Senator  has 
a  better  idea  I  hope  he  will  say  so. 

The  problem  simply  cannot  be  ignored 
any  longer.  I  said,  when  I  introduced 
the  omnibus  bill  a  month  ago,  I  think, 
and  the  other  night  when  I  submitted 
this  particular  proposal,  that  I  have  no 
particular  pride  of  authorship.  All  I 
have  been  trying  to  do  is  accomplish 
something; 

I  have  tried  for  some  5  years  to  get 
through  the  Senate  and  through  the 
Congress  a  bill  to  spend  $100  million  a 
year  on  research  to  find  new  uses  for 
farm  products  and  new  markets,  and  I 
could  not  get  the  bill  passed  primarily 
because  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
was  opposed  to  certain  features  of  it. 

I  care  not  how  we  handle  this  situa¬ 
tion,  so  long  as  we  handle  it.  I  have 
offered  my  proposal.  Let  us  hear  the 
other  ideas.  Perhaps  others  have  better 
ideas  than  my  own;  I  do  not  know. 
There  is  not  a  man  who  knows  the  facts 
who  can  successfully  contradict  the 
statement  that  the  present  program  is 
not  working.  It  is  getting  worse  instead 
of  better. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  I  yield. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  I  will 
agree  that  the  present  program  is  not 
working  aS  well  as  it  should,  but  I  think 
to  abolish  all  price  supports  would  be 
far  worse.  All  we  have  to  do  is  look 
back  to  see  what  happened  in  the  1920’s 
and  the  1930’s.  We  had  no  price  sup¬ 
ports  then.  Oats  were  selling  at  about 
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6  cents,  and  corn  at  about  12  to  15  cents, 
but  that  did  not  solve  the  surplus  prob¬ 
lem  or  the  ca:h  price  problem. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  I  will  say  to  the 
able  Senator  that  the  Senate  voted  this 
afternoon  to  eliminate  price  supports 
for  a  great  number  of  our  farmers  in 
the  United  States,  when  the  Senate  put 
a  limit  of  $35,000  on  their  participation. 
Those  who  grow  products  worth  more 
than  $35,000  were  eliminated  from  par¬ 
ticipating  in  any  price  supports. 

If  such  a  procedure  is  good  for  the 
fellow  who  grows  products  worth  more 
than  $35,000,  then  my  best  judgment  is 
it  would  be  better  for  the  fellow  who 
grows  products  worth  less  than  $35,000. 

A  farmer  cannot  participate  in  price 
support  programs  unless  he  reduces  his 
production.  The  small  farmer  is  in  no 
position  to  reduce  his  production.  He 
has  too  few  acres  on  which  to  produce  as 
the  situation  is.  When  we  ask  him  to 
reduce  X  number  of  the  acres  he  has, 
and  the  price  is  very  low,  we  put  him  in 
a  bad  position. 

We  voted  this  afternoon  to  remove 
completely  from  participation  in  price 
supports  every  farmer  who  grows  prod-  { 
ucts  worth  more  than  $35,000.  I  do  not 
have  the  figures  here — I  wish  I  had — 
but  my  best  judgment  is  that  we  took 
action  with  respect  to  at  least  60  percent 
of  the  acres  in  the  United  States  when 
we  adopted  that  provision.  That  figure 
perhaps-  is  too  high,  but  possibly  it  is 
too  low.  That  is  what  we  did  this  after¬ 
noon.  Why  did  we  do  it?  I  think  one 
of  the  reasons  why.  we  did  it  was  that 
there  was  a  mistaken  idea  that  the  farm 
program  we  have  under  consideration 
will  be  of  help  to  the  small  farmer. 

It  will  not  necessarily  help  him.  The 
way  we  could  help  the  small  farmer  is 
by  providing  a  program  which  would 
keep  the  free  market  price  up  to  the 
point  where  it  should  be,  namely,  around 
100  percent  of  parity  in  respect  to  the 
things  the  farmer  buys.  Then  we  would 
be  helping  the  small  farmer. 

We  '  did  not  help  the  small  farmer 
today,  because  we  did  not  help  him  grow  , 

a  single  bushel  of  corn  or  wheat,  or  pea-  ' 

nuts  or  cotton.  We  did  not  do  anything 
to  enable  him  to  have  an  extra  bushel 
or  an  extra  unit  to  sell.  We  did  not  do 
that  at  all.  We  merely  turned  the  big 
farmers  loose.  They  are  the  farmers 
who  till  possibly  60  or  75  percent  of  our 
acreage.  We  said,  “No  longer  do  we 
expect  you  to  participate.  You  can  till 
all  your  acres.  You  can  grow  all  you 
want.  You  can  run  up  a  big  production 
and  run  down  the  free  market  price,  so 
that  the  small  farmer  will  get  less  and 
less  and  less.” 

The  chances  are  that  the  small  farm¬ 
ers — at  least  those  who  are  in  Indiana — 
do  not  have  granaries  in  which  to  store 
the  grains  when  they  harvest  them. 
They  cannot  seal  them.  If  they  seal 
the  grain  in  elevators  it  will  cost  them 
about  IV2  cents  a  bushel  a  month  to 
store  the  wheat,  which  is  18  cents  a 
bushel  a  year.  If  I  am  not  correct  on 
that  figure  it  can  be  corrected. 

There  ale  many  peculiar  ideas  about 
the  farm  program.  I  participated  in 
the  program  for  many  years.  I  did  so 
because  I  thought  I  ought  to  cooperate 
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with  the  Government  and  with  the  oth£r 
farmers  in  attempts  to  decrease  produc¬ 
tion.  I  have  been  criticized  for  doing  it. 
I  understand  the  program. 

For  example,  I  suggested  that  the 
$35,000  be  limited  to  the  commodities 
which  the  farmers  deliver  to  the  Gov¬ 
ernment,  for  the  commodities  which  go 
into  the  stockpile.  That  proposal  was 
turned  down.  The  Senate  wanted  the 
language  to  refer  to  loans. 

When  the  farmer  gets  a  loan  on  his 
corn  or  his  wheat  or  his  cotton,  it  is  at 
the  local  bank,  and  the  farmer  pays 
interest  on  it.  The  farmer  might  pay 
off  the  loan  in  30  days,  60  days,  or  90 
days.  _ 

Why  do  we  want  to  limit  this  restric¬ 
tion  to  loans?  If  we  did  as  suggested, 
we  would  permit  the  larger  farmers  to 
hold  the  commodities  back  and  market 
them  in  an  orderly  fashion. 

I  agree  with  the  statements  made 
about  the  delivery  of  huge  amounts  of 
farm  commodities  to  the  Government. 
I  think  those  deliveries  ought  to  be  lim¬ 
ited.  However,  there  is  a  great  deal  of 
misunderstanding  about  this  program. 

I  should  like  now  to  refer  to  another 
matter.  There  are  many  who  will  not 
like  the  statement,  and  perhaps  that  is 
one  reason  why  there  are  so  few  Sena¬ 
tors  present  to  listen  to  me,  but  we  had 
better  face  the  issue.  I  say  to  Senators, 
as  a  farmer  who  has  been  a  farmer  all 
his  life,  the  lower  we  reduce  the  support 
prices  the  more  products  the  fanner,  as 
a  farmer,  is-  going  to  be  forced  to  grow. 
If  the  farmer  has  an  80-acre  field,  or  a 
160-acre  field,  or  a  40-acre  field,  and 
if  we  reduce  the  support  prices,  he  will 
work  harder.  Those  who  say  that  by 
reducing  support  prices — getting  them 
low  enough — we  can  discourage  the 
farmer  from  growing  commodities,  are 
not  connect. 

Will  any  Senator  undertake  to  tell  me 
that  if  a.farmer  has  an  80-acre  field,  and 
has  a  tractor  and  does  the  work  himself, 
he  is  going  to  plant  only  40  acres  of  that 
80-acre  field  because  the  price  is  low? 
He  will  not  put  the  tractor  in  the  corner 
and  plant  only  40  acres.  He  will  plant 
the  80  acres,  and  he  may  even  plant 
another  20  acres. 

Why  will  the  farmer  do  that?  He  will 
do  it  because  he  has  to  have  a  lot  of 
production,  multiplied  by  a  smaller 
amount  per  unit,  in  order  to  get  the 
money  he  needs  to  meet  his  banknote 
or  to  pay  his  farm  expenses. 

It  does  not  work  the  way  it  has  been 
stated.  The  theory  is,  of  course,  100 
percent  true  in  the  manufacturing  busi¬ 
ness.  If  I,  as  a  manufacturer,  am  los¬ 
ing  money,  or  if  I  cannot  sell  my  prod¬ 
ucts,  because  there  is  no  market  for 
them,  I  will  quit.  I  will  close  down  the 
factory.  If  I  am  a  retailer  and  I  cannot 
sell  what  I  have,  I  will  quit  until  I  can 
sell  it.  The  same  ia  true  of  the  whole¬ 
salers.  However,  it  is  not  true  of  the 
farmer. 

It  takes  a  year  to  produce  most  farm 
commodities.  The  farmer  has  his  equip¬ 
ment.  If  I  am  a  farmer,  and  if  I  am 
doing  my  own  work,  as  many  fanners  do, 
I  am  going  to  make  the  farm  produce. 
What  else  can  I  do?  I  simoly  cannot 
quit,  and  I  will  not  quit.  I  will  not  say. 


“I  will  not  plant  my  100  acres  because 
the  price  is  low.”  I  have  to  plant  the 
100  acres.  I  am  forced  to  plant  the  100 
acres.  I  will  possibly  even  use  additional 
fertilizer  on  the  land,  and  possibly  will 
try  to  raise  more  on  the  same  acreage. 
The  theory  which  has  been  stated  is  sim¬ 
ply  a  mistaken  one.  I  wish  we  could 
print  it  in  bold  type  in  the  Congres¬ 
sional  Record. 

We  should  do  what  I  am  recommend¬ 
ing  today,  or  we  should  go  back  to  90 
or  100  percent  of  parity  price  supports. 
We  should  at  least  repeal  the  law  which 
provides  that  the  Commodity  Credit  cor¬ 
poration  may  sell  at  5  percent  above  the 
support  price,  plus  interest  and  carrying 
charges.  That  sets  the  market  price. 
I  ask  Senators  to  get  out  their  pencils 
and  go  through  the  figures  for  the  va¬ 
rious  years,  as  I  have  done,  and  see  if 
that  is  not  what  sets  the  market  price. 
Why -should  a  private  enterpriser  pay 
more  than  that?  When  we  set  the  sup¬ 
port  price,  we  set  the  floor,  at  75  or  80 
percent  on  wheat.  Then,  when  we  say 
to  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation, 
“You  can  sell  at  5  percent  above  that 
price,  plus  certain  costs,”  we  set  a  ceil¬ 
ing.  If  there  is  a  great  deal  of  grain 
in  storage,  we  know  that  that  must  be 
the  answer. 

This  is  what  the  President  said,  in  his 
rhessage  of  January  29,  1959,  on  the  agri¬ 
cultural  program: 

When' the  1958  crops  have  come  into  Gov¬ 
ernment  ownership,  the  costs,  in  terms  of 
storage,  interest,  and  other  charges,  of  man¬ 
aging  our  inventory  of  supported  crops,  for 
which  commercial  markets  do  not  exist  at 
the  support  levels — 

He  says  “markets  do  not  exist  at  sup¬ 
port  levels” — 

will  be  running  at  a  staggering  rate,  in  ex¬ 
cess  of  a  billion  dollars  a  year. 

Those  are  not  my  words.  They  are 
the  words  of  the  President  of  the  United 
States.  Some  of  my  colleagues  have 
criticized  me  for  saying  some  of  the 
things  I  said  the  other  day.  The  Presi¬ 
dent  said  them.  Secretary  Benson  has 
said  repeatedly  that  the  present  program 
is  no  good.  I  do  not  know  how  he  would 
correct  it.  He  has  not  come  forward 
with  a  program  as  I  have.  I  wish  he 
would.  He  says  he  wants  to  get  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  out  of  the  farming  business  and 
return  it  to  the  farmers,  so  that  they  may 
have  freedom  of  action.  Here  is  a  plan 
which  would  give  them  100  percent  free¬ 
dom  of  action.  It  would  freeze  surpluses. 

The  President  says : 

Unless  fundamental  changes  are  made,  this 
annual  cost  will  rise. 

The  President  continues: 

Heavy  costs  might  be  justifiable  if  they 
were  temporary,  if  they  were  solving  the 
problems  of  our  farmers,  and  if  they  were 
leading  to  a  better  balance  of  supplies  and 
markets.  But  unfortunately  this  is  not 
true. 

Those  are  the  words  of  the  President 
of  the  United  States  in  a  message  to  Con¬ 
gress  on  January  29  of  this  year. 

I  do  not  know  whose  back  the  monkey 
will  be  on  if  we  in  Congress  do  not  come 
forward  with  some  sort  of  plan  to  solve 
this  problem.  I  do  not  know  who  will  be 
responsible.  I  do  not  believe  the  farmers 


or  the  taxpayers  will  care  much,  because 
I  think  they  are  looking  to  us  for  action. 

The  Farm  Journal,  which  I  believe  is 
the  largest  of  our  farm  magazines,  re¬ 
cently  conducted  a  poll.  The  poll 
showed  that  55  percent  of  the  farmers 
were  in  favor  of  no  supports,  no  controls, 
no  floors;  free  market  prices;  and  get¬ 
ting  the  Government  out  of  the  business 
of  farming. 

Fifteen  percent  favored  emergency 
supports  to  prevent  disaster  from  a  huge 
crop  or  sudden  loss  of  markets;  floors  set 
at,  say,  50  percent  of  parity,  or  75  percent 
of  the  average  3-year  market  price,  and 
no  controls.  Eight  percent  were  in  favor 
of  adjustment  supports,  such  as  90  per¬ 
cent  of  the  average  3-year  market  price. 
Fourteen  percent  were  in  favor  of  high 
price  supports,  90  percent  to  100  percent, 
on  a  graduated  scale. 

Eight  percent  voted  for  production 
payments. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  this  chart  printed  in  the 
Record  at  this  point  as  a  part  of  my  re¬ 
marks.  0 

There  being  no  objection,  the  chart 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

The  Farm  Plan  You  Voted  For 
(By  Claude  W.  Gifford) 

Eight  out  of  ten  Farm  Journal  readers 
want  lower  price  supports  and  fewer  con¬ 
trols  in  the  future — instead  of  higher  price 
supports  and  strict  controls. 

And  more  than  half  (55  percent)  want  the 
Government  to  get  clear  out. 

That’s  the  way  farmers  voted  who  mailed 
in  ballots  printed  on  page  41  in  the  February 
issue.  The  article  accompanying  the  ballot 
sized  up  the  situation  this  way : 

Farm  productive  capacity  is  racing  ahead 
faster  than  the  growth-  in  population  and 
demand.  This  tightens  the  squeeze  on  farm 
prices.  At  the  same  time,  support  programs 
are  piling  up  Government  surpluses  at  an 
alarming  rate.  So,  the  article  asked,  which 
of  five  general  directions  (see  choices  left  and 
below) ,  do  you  think  future  Government 
price  support  policy  should  take? 

Results  from  the  first  10,000  ballots  mailed 
by  farmers  show  that  78  percent  favor  the 
first  three  choices — each  of  which  calls  for 
less  support  and  more  freedom  than  past  or 
present  support  programs.  By  all  odds  the 
most  popular  choice  is  to  chuck  all  supports 
and  get  the  Government  clear  out — let  farm¬ 
ers’  own  decisions  and  management  ability 
determine  who’d  produce  what. 

This  poll  reveals  that  the  South’s  Farm 
Journal  readers  are  no  longer  the  “high  price 
support  and  strict  control”  advocates  they 
were  once  assumed  to  be.  Midwestern  States 
gave  high  price  supports  a  larger  vote  than 
the  other  three  regions — but  still  only  one 
midwestern  farmer  out  of  five  favors  90  per¬ 
cent  to  100  percent  of  parity.  It  may  sur¬ 
prise  you  that  Iowans,  who  are  often  held 
up  as  typical  of  all  farmers,  are  less  inclined 
to  “kick  the  Government  out”  than  farmers 
in  any  other  State. 

Among  the  different  commodities,  farmers 
specializing  in  either  poultry,  beef,  or^fruit 
and  vegetables  are  the  most  inclined  to  chuck 
supports.  Wheatgrowers  and  feed  grain  pro¬ 
ducers  are  least  disposed  to  do  this — al¬ 
though  nearly  half  of  them  think  it’s  the 
thing  to  do. 

'  How  dependable  are  these  figures?  Statis¬ 
ticians  say,  “they’re  sound.”  The  ballot 
tabulations  were  checked  in  these  ways: 

Tentative  percentages  were  figured  after 
the  first  2,000  ballots  were  counted.  These 
“oercentages”  proved  highly  accurate  when 
10,000  had  been  tabulated. 
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Farm  Journal  statisticians  say  that  count¬ 
ing  several  thousand  more  ballots  wouldn’t 
change  the  regional  and  national  percentage 
figures  except  possibly  by  one  or  two  points 
here  and  there.  Percentage  figures  from 
the  small  States  with  fewer  farms  have  the 
best  possibility  of  being  nonrepresentative. 

The  results  are  a  pretty  good  barometer  of 
farm  thinking  across  the  Nation  for  these 
reasons : 

Farm  Journal’s  circulation — a  whopping 
3.1  million — covers  all  parts  of  the  country. 

The  number  of  ballots  mailed  is  amazingly 
close  to  the  proportion  of  circulation  in  each 
State — there  was  no  run  on  the  ballot  box 
from  one  SJate  or  region  to  upset  the  final 
percentages. 

When  the  vote  of  readers  is  adjusted  for  the 
actual  number  of  farms  in  each  region  (1954 
census  figures),  the  final  percentages  are 
almost  identical  to  the  ones  from  our  sample. 
The  difference:  2  percent  more  in  favor  of 
the  no-support  choice,  and  1  percent  fewer  in 
favor  of  high  supports. 

As  a  further  check  a  14-State  survey  was 
made  among  fathers  of  vocational  agriculture 
students — some  Farm  Journal  readers,  and 
some  not.  Eight  out  of  ten  (82  percent)  fa¬ 
vored  the  first  three  choices  (compared  with 
78  percent  by  mail) . 

This  poll  also  checks  closely  with  a  survey 
made  in  the  December  1957  Farm  Journal 
when  50  percent  of  the  readers  responding 
voted  that  the  Government  should  get  clear 
out  of  farming. 

Age  makes  little  difference  in  the  attitude 
of  the  readers  voting.  The  slight  difference 
is  that  young  farmers  in  the  20-  to  30-year- 
old  bracket  and  farmers  60  and  over  are 
slightly  more  in  favor  of  lower  supports  and 
fewer  controls. 

Two  ballots  were  returned  from  Alaska, 
one  by  a  haygrower  and  one  by  a  potato 
grower — both  voted  for  no  supports.  One 
Illinois  corngrower  mailed  his  ballot  from 
Canada.  The  oldest  voter  was  an  Idaho 
wheatgrower  at  an  even  100  years.  Five  said 
their  most  important  farm  product  is 
children. 

HOW  THE  UNITED  STATES  VOTED  ON  THE  FIVE 
CHOICES 

No  supports — no  controls,  no  floors;  free 
market  prices;  get  the  Government  clear 
out:  55  percent. 

Emergency  supports — to  prevent  disaster 
from  a  huge  crop  or  sudden  loss  of  markets; 
floors  set  at,  say,  50  percent  of  parity,  or 
75  percent  of  the  average  3 -year  market 
price.  No  controls:  15  percent. 

Adjustment  supports— -such  as  90  percent 
of  the  average  3-year  market  price.  Permits 
gradual  adjustment  to  normal  markets. 
Moderate  production  control  when  necessary 
to  ease  adjustments:  8  percent. 

High  price  supports — 90  percent  to  100 
percent  of  parity.  Cross-compliance  and 
tight  production  controls  to  restrict  output 
to  available  markets — bushel -and -pound  al¬ 
lotments  to  limit  what  you  could  sell:  14 
percent. 

Production  payments — let  markets  fall, 
then  pay  farmers  in  cash  to  make  up  the 
difference  between  the  market  price  and 
the  support  level.  Extend  supports  to  per¬ 
ishables,  such  as  beef,  pork,  eggs,  and  fruit. 
Strict  bushel-and-pound  controls  to  hold 
down  costs  of  the  program:  8  percent. 


[In  percent]  [In  percent] 
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Emergency 

Adjustment 

High  sup¬ 
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Production 

!  payments  1 

No  supports 

Emergency 

Adjustment 
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Production 
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50 

25 

5 

0 

20 

Alabama _ _ _ 

61 

15 

9 

8 

7 

Delaware _ - _ 

91 

5 

0 

4 

0 

Arkansas _ 

£6 

18 

9 

9 

8 

71 

9 

5 

4 

11 

Florida _ 

79 

9 

2 

8 

2 

70 

19 

8 

2 

1 

Georgia _ 

62 

3 

16 

11 

8 

77 

18 

6 

0 

0 

Kentucky _ 

51 

6 

22 

16 

5 

62 

33 

5 

o 

o 

51 

17 

20 

5 

7 

84 

7 

1 

3 

5 

Mississippi _ 

57 

14 

14 

12 

3 

78 

12 

5 

2 

3 

North  Carolina _ 

61 

4 

6 

23 

6 

80 

13 

3 

2 

2 

Oklahoma  _ 

63 

22 

5 

14 

6 

57 

43 

0 

0 

0 

South  Carolina _ 

71 

17 

7 

5 

0 

72 

28 

0 

0 

0 

Tennessee _ _ 

65 

8 

7 

11 

9 

75 

17 

6 

0 

2 

Texas _ 

54 

12 

10 

13 

11 

Eastern  States.... 

77 

14 

4 

2 

3 

Virginia _ 

72 

15 

2 

10 

1 

Illinois _ _ _ 

44 

20 

7 

20 

9 

Southern  States:.. 

59 

13 

9 

12 

7 

10 

24 

17 

13 

33 

13 

Arizona _ * _ 

48 

21 

24 

4 

3 

46 

20 

10 

19 

5 

California _ 

73 

13 

6 

3 

5 

66 

14 

8 

5 

7 

Colorado _ 

58 

11 

5 

18 

8 

30 

15 

13 

25 

17 

Idaho . . . . 

51 

15 

9 

16 

9 

52 

15 

7 

15 

11 

Montana _ 

55 

17 

5 

18 

5 

38 

15 

13 

25 

9 

Nevada _ _ 

90 

5 

5 

0 

0 

34 

14 

11 

31 

10 

New  Mexico _ 

55 

21 

13 

6 

5 

71 

.  12 

4 

8 

5 

Oregon _ 

63 

12 

7 

6 

12 

39 

16 

9 

26 

10 

Utah _ 

71 

9 

9 

6 

5 

45 

12 

13 

14 

16 

Washington _ _ 

70 

15 

6 

6 

3 

53 

18 

8 

18 

3 

Central  States . 

47 

16 

9 

18 

10 

Western  States _ 

* 

63 

14 

7 

10 

6 

What  different  commodity  groups  want 
CENTRAL 
[In  percent] 


Kind  of  farmers 

No  supports 

Emergency 

Adjustment 

High  supports 

Production 

payments 

United 

States 

Central 

United 

States 

Central 

United 

States 

Central 

United 

States 

Central 

United 

States 

Central 

Beef-. . 

69 

59 

14 

15 

6 

8 

.7 

11 

.  A 

4 

7 

Dairy .  . . 

59 

50 

14 

13 

8 

9 

9 

13 

10 

15 

Peed  grains.  . . . 

50 

44 

14 

15 

7 

8 

20 

22 

9 

11 

Fruit  and  vegetables _ 

69 

63 

12 

15 

6 

8 

5 

8 

8 

6 

General _ 

66 

55 

12 

12 

7 

1  10 

9 

16 

6 

7 

Hogs... . . . 

44 

40 

19 

19 

11 

12 

14 

16 

12 

13 

Poultry _ 

77 

73 

14 

14 

1 

2 

3 

5 

5 

6 

Sheep _ _ _ 

64 

42 

14 

29 

6 

3 

6 

13 

10 

-  13 

Wheat . . . 

43 

41 

18 

16 

9 

11 

24 

25 

6 

7 

EAST 


Kind  of  farmers 

United 

States 

East 

United 

States 

East 

United 
•  States 

East 

United 

States 

East 

United 

States 

East 

Beef . . 

69 

76 

14 

22 

6 

2 

7 

0 

4 

0 

Dairy _ 

59 

68 

14 

19 

8 

7 

9 

2 

10 

4 

Feed  grains.. . . 

50 

87 

14 

6 

7 

2 

20 

4 

9 

1 

Fruit  and  vegetables _ 

69 

80 

12 

8 

6 

5- 

5 

2 

8 

5 

General _ 

66 

86 

12 

12 

7 

2 

9 

0 

6 

0 

Hogs _ 

44 

88 

19 

6 

11 

0 

14 

0 

12 

6 

Poultry  .  ....  .  _ 

77 

80 

14 

14 

1 

1 

3 

3 

5 

2 

Sheep _ 

64 

81 

14 

8 

6 

4 

6' 

0 

10 

7 

Wheat . 

43 

78 

18 

17 

9 

.5 

24 

0 

6 

0 

WEST 


Kind  of  farmers 

United 

States 

West 

United 

States 

West 

United 

States 

West 

United 

States 

West ' 

United 

States 

West 

Beef-.. _ _ 

69 

77 

14 

11 

6 

5 

li 

3 

4 

4 

Cotton _ _ 

41 

33 

17 

33 

16 

21 

15 

9 

11 

4 

Dairy..  _ _ 

69 

62 

14 

15 

8 

7 

9 

7 

10 

9 

Feed  grains _ 

50 

68 

14 

12 

7 

3 

20 

11 

9 

6 

Fruit  and  vegetables _ 

69 

65 

12 

14 

6 

6 

5 

6 

8 

9 

General  .  -  .... 

66 

68 

v  12 

12 

7 

8 

9 

7 

6 

5 

Poultry _ _ 

77 

76 

14 

12 

1 

3 

3 

0 

5 

9 

Sheep _  ...... 

64 

70 

14 

10 

6 

8 

6 

5 

10 

7 

Wheat _  _  _  _ 

43 

44 

18 

20 

9 

8 

24 

23 

6 

6 

1959 
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What  different  commodity  groups  want — Continued 
SOUTH 


Kind  of  farmers 

United 

States 

South 

United 

States 

South 

United 

States 

South 

United 

States 

South 

United 

States 

South 

Beef _  _ 

69 

78 

14 

13 

6 

5 

7 

2 

4 

2 

Cotton _ 

41 

43 

17 

13 

16 

15 

15 

15 

11 

14 

Dairy _  _ 

59 

72 

14 

14 

8 

3 

9 

8 

10 

3 

Feed  grains _ 

50 

68 

14 

11 

7 

5 

20 

10 

9 

6 

General  _ 

66 

64 

12 

8 

7 

9 

9 

6 

6 

13 

Peanuts  and  rice . . 

42 

39 

21 

18 

21 

23 

12 

16 

4 

4 

77 

74 

14 

17 

1 

2 

3 

2 

5 

5 

Tobacco _ _ _ 

60 

51 

2 

2 

16 

19 

21 

26 

i 

2 

Wheat _ 

43 

49 

18 

22 

9 

4 

24 

21 

6 

4 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  So  we  have  the 
problem  of  doing  something  about  a  bad 
situation* 

I  think  I  made  the  statement  a  mo¬ 
ment  ago — and  I  wish  to  repeat  it — that 
the  period  1953  to  1958,  inclusive,  is  the 
only  period  in  history  when  agriculture 
did  not  share  in  the  increase  in  national 
income.  In  fact,  during  those  years 
agriculture  received  $2  billion  a  year  less 
than  it  did  in  1952. 

Is  not  that  fact  alone  proof  that  the 
present  farm  program  is  not  working? 
What  further  proof  do  we  need  that  the 
program  is  not  working,  than  the  fact 
that  the  farmers  received  $2  billion  a 
year  less  in  the  period  referred  to  than 
they  did  in  1952?  Agriculture  did  not 
share  in  the  national  increase. 

In  my  opinion  the  time  has  come  to 
make  some  changes.  At  least  the  time 
has  come  for  this  Congress,  before  it 
adjourns  in  2  or  3  months,  to  change  the 
so-called  farm  law.  I  am  hopeful  that 
Senators  will  have  the  courage  to  vote 
their  convictions,  because  my  best  judg¬ 
ment  is  that  their  political  future  would 
be  much  better  served  by  facing  this 
issue  than  by  trying  to  avoid  it. 

Mr.  CAPEHART  subsequently  said: 
Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
to  have  printed  in  the  Record  at  the 
conclusion  of  my  previous  remarks  a 
statement  by  me  in  regard  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  I  submitted  earlier  today. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows-: 

Statement  by  Senator  Capehart 

Before  the  Senate  is  an  amendment  in 
the  form  of  a  substitute  for  the  bill  under 
consideration. 

This  amendment,  introduced  by  me  on 
Wednesday  evening  just  before  we  recessed, 
represents  a  sincere  effort  to  help  the  Amer¬ 
ican  farmer  in  particular,  and  the  American 
taxpayer  generally,  by  taking  the  Federal 
Government  completely  out  of  the  farm  busi¬ 
ness. 

It  provides  for: 

1.  Freezing  the  currently  Government- 
held  $9  billion  to  $10  billion  farm  surplus. 

2.  Repealing  as  of  January  1,  1960,  or  at 
the  end  of  the  current  crop  year,  all  agricul¬ 
tural  price  support  programs. 

It  would,  in  effect,  remove  the  depressing 
price  effect  of  the  current  surplus  and,  more 
importantly,  let  the  American  farmer  run 
his  own  business.  s~ 

Why? 

1.  Nobody  disputes  the  fact  that  the  cur¬ 
rently  held  surplus  is  one  of  the  principal 
reasons  farm  prices  are  too  low. 

2.  The  system  of  price  supports  we  have 
had,  in  one  form  or  another,  for  many,  many 
years  in  this  country  is  not  working. 


President  Eisenhower  recognized  this  fact 
when  he  said  to  the  Congress  in  his  annual 
message: 

“Continuation  of  the  price  support  and 
production  control  programs  in  their  present 
form  would  be  intolerable.” 

Whether  or  not  you  agree  with  his  methods. 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  Benson  always  has 
announced  as  the  aim  of  his  administration 
the  removal  of  all  Government  control  from 
the  farming  business. 

Here  is  a  way  to  do  both — discontinue 
“intolerable”  price  support  and  production 
control  programs  and  get  the  Government 
completely  out  of  the  farming  business. 

Let  me  make  it  clear  here  that  the  pro¬ 
posal  I  have  made  is  wholly  mine  and  has 
not  been  discussed  with  either  the  Presi¬ 
dent  or  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

We  cannot  go  on  spending  $654  billion  a 
year  to  finance  a  program  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  under  which: 

1.  Farm  surpluses  continue  to  increase. 

2.  Farm  prices  continue  to  be  too  low. 

3.  Net  farm  income  drops,  as  it  has  esti¬ 
mated  that  it  will  this  year  from  $13  billion 
to  $12  billion  or  a  drop  of  $1  billion. 

4.  The  cost  of  approximately  $654  billion 
to  the  taxpayers  of  running  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  continues  to  increase  pri¬ 
marily  because  of  the  increasing  cost  of 
price  support  programs. 

My  substitute  bill  provides  the  orderly 
method  of  disposing  of  the  surplus  under 
methods  which  have  been  approved  time 
and  again  by  the  Congress  and  which  are 
in  the  present  law — for  export,  for  distribu¬ 
tion  under  Public  Law  481,  to  the  needy  at 
home  and  abroad,  for  school  lunch  pro¬ 
grams,  for  distribution  to  charitable  organi¬ 
zations  and,  under  certain  emergency  con¬ 
ditions,  for  sale  on  the  market.  It  can  be 
done,  for  all  practical  purposes,  within  5 
years:  \ 

The  American  farmer  wants  to  be  free. 

The  American  taxpayer  wants  relief. 

If  the  Congress  adopts  my  substitute,  the 
American  farmer  will  be  free  to  run  his  own 
business,  plant  what  he  wants,  in  any 
amount  he  wants  to,  when  and  where  he 
wants  to. 

The  American  taxpayer  will  be  relieved  of 
the  more  than  $5  billion  annual  expense  of 
a  price  support  program  which  has  been 
working  to  the  detriment  of  both  the 
farmer  and  the  taxpayer  generally. 

To  adopt  such  a-  program  takes  states¬ 
manlike  courage. 

If  any  Senator  has  a  better  idea,  I  hope 
he  will  say  so.  This  problem  simply  cannot 
be  ignored  any  longer. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  myself  2  minutes. 

I  cannot  believe  that  my  good  friend 
from  Indiana  is  serious  in  offering  this 
amendment.  The  Congress  enacted  new 
legislation  some  time  ago  relating  to 
rice,  cotton,  and  corn,  and  other  feed 
grains,  which  had  the  blessing  of  the 
President  as  well  as  of  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture.  This  amendment  is  so 


sweeping  that  it  would  even  repeal  the 
Sugar  Act,  the  Wool  Act,  and  many 
other  similar  programs. 

Section  2,  on  page  4,  reads  in  part 
as  follows:  / 

Notwithstanding  any  other  provisions  of 
law,  all  provisions  of  the  Agricultural  Ad¬ 
justment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  and  the 
Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  and 
any  other  act  of  Congress  relating  to  acre¬ 
age  allotments,  marketing  quotas,  and  price 
supports  for  any  agricultural  commodity 
shall  be  ineffective  with  respect  to  the  1960 
and  subsequent  crops — 

And  so  forth.  I  have  nothing  further 
to  say  except  that  I  hope  the  amendment 
will  be  voted  down. 

I  now  yield  back  all  my  remaining 
time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does 
the  Senator  from  Indiana  yield  back  his 
remaining  time? 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  I  do. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from  In¬ 
diana  [Mr.  Capehart]. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
2  minutes  on  the  bill  to  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  [Mr.  Williams]. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  have  long  contended  that  the 
present  price-support  program  was  not 
working.  I  think  we  should  long  ago 
have  started  to  roll  back  support  prices 
until  we  can  get  back  once  more  to  a 
free  American  farm.  I  look  forward  to 
the  day  when  we  can  eliminate  all  sub¬ 
sidies,  not  only  on  the  farm  program  but 
subsidies  to  all  segments  of  our  society. 

Ten  years  ago  we  had  about  a  $1  bil¬ 
lion  inventory,  and  then  I  suggested  that 
we  should  repeal  some  of  these  price 
supports.  Today  we  have  an  inventory 
of  about  $10  billion.  We  cannot  sud¬ 
denly  stop  this  program  by  repealing  all 
supports  in  the  face  of  such  inventory. 
It  would  demoralize  every  market  in  the 
country.  In  the  face  of  a  $9  billion  or 
$10  billion  inventory,  I  am  fearful  that 
a  chaotic  condition  would  be  created,  not 
only  in  the  domestic  market,  but  also  in 
the  international  market.  The  way  to 
do  this  is  to  start  a  systematic  reduction 
in  support  levels.  It  is  like  driving  down 
the  highway  at  80  miles  an  hour.  It  is 
too  fast  but  if  we  wish  to  stop,  we  should 
slow  down  before  applying  the  brakes. 
You  just  cannot  afford  to  suddenly  dump 
$9  billion  in  inventories  on  the  market 
regardless  of  how  we  feel  on  price  sup¬ 
ports. 

I  shall  support  amendments  to  reduce 
support  prices.  I  have  supported  such 
amendments  in  the  past.  I  think  we 
should  work  toward  the  goal  the  Senator 
from  Indiana  wishes  to  reach,  but  I  do 
not  advocate  doing  it  all  at  once. 

I  make  that  statement  as  one  who  has 
never  supported  the  high  price  supports 
for  agriculture  commodities.  In  my 
opinion  all  subsidies,  those  being  paid  to 
agriculture  as  well  as  those  being  paid 
to  all  segments  of  industry,  should  be 
rolled  back.  Certainly  we  cannot  repeal 
them  overnight:  but  we  can  start  a  sys¬ 
tematic  reduction.  •  Later  today  I  shall 
support  the  administration’s  farm  pro- 
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posal  which  will  be  offered  by  the  senior 
Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Dirksen]  as 
a  substitute  for  the  pending  bill. 

This  proposal  will  be  a  start  in  the 
right  direction  by  lowering  these  support 
prices. 

If  this  proposal  is  rejected  I  shall  vote 
against  the  pending  bill  because  I  do  not 
feel  that  the  bill  as  reported  by  the  com¬ 
mittee  effectively  provides  a  solution  to 
our  problem  of  surpluses.  However,  I 
earnestly  hope  that  the  administration’s 
bill  will  be  accepted  for  the  good  of  Amer¬ 
ican  farmers  as  well  as  for  the  good  of 
the  taxpayers.  I  repeat,  regardless  of 
how  one  may  feel  as  to  the  price  support 
program  you  just  cannot  stop  overnight 
and  turn  $9  billion  in  inventory  loose 
overnight.  *• 

It  is  all  right  to  say  we  will  freeze  it 
but  that  does  not  mean  it  will  vanish.  It 
is  still  there. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KEATING.  The  Senator  from 
Delaware  has  exactly  stated  my  sen¬ 
timents.  The  objectives  of  this  amend¬ 
ment  are  directly  in  line  with  what  I 
feel  should  be  done.  However  I  would 
be  reluctant  to  see  it  all  done  at  once. 
If  we  did  it  all  at  once  it  might  result 
in  more  harm  than  good.  I  shall,  sup¬ 
port  the  efforts  which  the  administra¬ 
tion  is  making  to  reduce  the  parity 
figures  along  the  lines  set  out  by  the 
Senator  from  Delaware. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  fear 
its  effect  on  the  domestic  situation,  as 
well  as  its  international  effects. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Cannon  in  the  chair) .  The  question  is 
on  agreeing  to  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Cape- 
hart].  The  yeas  and  nays  have  been 
ordered,  and  the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  HENNINGS.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Alaska  [Mr.  Bartlett],  the 
Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd],  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Chavez], 
the  Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr.  Church], 
the  Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  East- 
land],  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr. 
Kefauver],  the  Senator  from  Massachu¬ 
setts  [Mr.  Kennedy]  ,  the  Senators  from 
Oklahoma  [Mr.  Kerr  and  Mr.  Mon¬ 
roney],  the  Senator  from  Montana  [Mr. 
Mansfield],  the  Senator  from  Maine 
[Mr.  Muskie],  the  Senator  from  Rhode 
Island  [Mr.  Pastore],  the  Senator  from 
Alabama  [Mr.  Sparkman]  ,  and  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Williams]  are 
absent  on  official  business. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Alaska 
[Mr.  Bartlett],  the  Senator  from  Vir¬ 
ginia  [Mr.  Byrd],  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  [Mr.  Chavez],  the  Senator  from 
Idaho  [Mr.  Church],  the  Senator  from 
Mississippi  [Mr.  Eastland],  the  Senator 
from  Tenessee  [Mr.  Kefauver],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Kennedy], 
the  Senators  from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Kerr 
and  Mr.  Monroney],  the  Senator  from 
Montana  [Mr.  Mansfield],  the  Senator 
from  Maine  [Mr.  Muskie],  the  Senator 
from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Pastore],  the 
Senator  from  Alabama  [Mr.  Sparkman], 


and  the  Senator  from  New  Jersey  [Mr. 
Williams]  would  each  vote  “nay.” 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Bennett],  the 
Senator  from  California  [Mr.  Kuchel], 
and  the  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr. 
Prouty]  are  absent  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  New  Hampshire 
[Mr.  Bridges],  the  Senator  from  Mary¬ 
land  [Mr.  Butler],  and  the  Senator 
from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Cooper]  are  neces¬ 
sarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Arizona  [Mr.  Gold- 
water]  is  absent  by  leave  of  “the  Senate. 

The  Senator  from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
Saltonstall]  and  the  Senator  from  Wis¬ 
consin  [Mr.  Wiley]  are  detained  on  offi¬ 
cial  business. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Utah  [Mr.  Bennett],  the  Senator  from 
Kentucky  [Mr.  Cooper],  and  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Vermont  [Mr.  Prouty]  would 
each  vote  “nay.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  5, 
nays  69,  as  follows: 

YEAS— 5 


Bush 

Cotton 

Scott 

Capehart 

Hayden 

NAYS— 69 

Aiken 

Green 

Martin 

Allott 

Gruening 

Morse 

Anderson 

'  Hart 

Morton 

Beall 

Hartke 

Moss 

Bible 

Hennings 

Mundt 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Hill 

Murray 

Cannon 

Holland 

Neuberger 

Carlson 

Hruska 

O’Mahoney 

Carroll 

Humphrey 

Proxmire 

Case,  N.J. 

Jackson 

Randolph 

Case,  S.  Dak. 

Javits 

Robertson 

Clark 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Russell 

Curtis 

Johnston,  S.C. 

Schoeppel 

Dirksen 

Jordan 

Smathers  . 

Dodd 

Keating 

Smith 

Douglas 

Langer 

Stennis 

Dworshak 

Lausche 

Symington 

Ellender 

Long 

Talmadge 

Engle 

McCarthy 

Thurmond 

Ervin 

McClellan 

Williams,  Del. 

Frear 

McGee 

Yarborough 

Fulbright 

McNamara 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Gore 

Magnuson 

Young,  Ohio 

NOT  VOTING— 

-24 

Bartlett 

Eastland 

Monroney 

Bennett 

Goldwater 

Muskie 

Bridges 

Hickenlooper 

Pastore 

Butler 

Kefauver 

Prouty 

Byrd,  Va. 

Kennedy 

Saltonstall 

Chavez 

Kerr 

Sparkman 

Church 

Kuchel 

Wiley 

Cooper 

Mansfield 

Williams,  N.J. 

So  Mr.  Capehart’s  amendment  was 
rejected. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
is  open  to  further  amendment. 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  I  offer  an 
amendment  which  I  ask  to  have  read. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated  for  the  in¬ 
formation  of  the  Senate. 

The  Chief  Clerk.  On  page  7,  after 
line  24,  insert  a  new  subsection,  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

(h)  Section  335(f)  of  the  Agricultural  Ad¬ 
justment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is 
amended  by  striking  out  the  semicolon  at 
the  end  of  item  (1)  and  adding  “and  shall 
not  apply  to  other  farms  with  respect  to 
the  1960  and  1961  crops;”. 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  this 
amendment  would  remove  the  30-acre 
limitation  that  now  exists  on  the  amount 
of  wheat  a  farmer  can  grow  to  be  used 
for  feed  and  seed  purposes  on  his  own 
farm  during  the  crop  years  1960-61. 
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An  agricultural  control  program  pre¬ 
sents  enough  problems  to  the  American 
farmer  and  to  the  American  public  and 
goes  to  the  post  with  enough  handicaps 
without  the  added  burden  of  having  to 
explain  why  a  farmer,  by  Federal  law, 
cannot  grow  on  his  own  land  such  wheat 
as  he  can  use  to  feed  his  own  livestock. 

How  does  the  30-acre  limitation  now 
work?  Under  the  present  provisions,  a 
farmer  makes  application  to  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture'to  grow  up  to 
30  acres  of  feed  wheat.  For  the  crop 
year  1959,  2,546  applications  were  made 
to  the  Department  by  farmers  desiring  to 
grow  feed  wheat  under  this  limitation  or 
exemption.  The  total  acreage  involved 
was  about  56,179  acres,  or  about  22  acres 
to  be  grown  on  each  farm. 

We  have  not  found  any  magic  answer 
to  the  wheat  problem.  Neither  the  pres¬ 
ent  law  nor  the  one  we  are  now  debating 
has  the  complete  answer.  I  think  none 
of  us  will  suggest  that  either  of  them 
does.  But  as  I  see  it,  the  American 
farmer  and  our  American  economy  re¬ 
quire  continuation  of  this  basic  approach 
until  we  can  come  up  with  the  long-term 
answer.  But  the  continuance  of  any 
wheat  program  is  jeopardized  by  the  30- 
acre  limitation.  Those  who  would  de¬ 
stroy  the  wheat  program  are  capitalizing 
on  this  provision.  They  are  dramatizing 
this  issue.  Whatever  slight  problem 
might  be  created  by  removing  the  30- 
acre  limitation  would  be  much  easier  to 
live  with  than  America  with  no  wheat 
program  at  all.  I  emphasize  that  this 
amendment  will  apply  to  the  crop  years 
1960-61  only. 

Many  Senators  must  know  of  a  con¬ 
stituent  of  mine.  His- name  is  Yankus. 
Let  us  be  clear  about  this.  Mr.  Yankus’ 
problem  did  not  arise  under  the  30 -acre 
limitation,  but  prior  to  the  time  the  30- 
-acre  provision  was  adopted.  The  Yankus 
case  has  been  used  by  the  opponents  of 
the  wheat  program  and  the  whole  farm 
program  to  build  in  the  public  mind  the 
specter  of  the  omnipotent  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  dictating  to  every  farmer  the 
amount  of  wheat  which  can  be  grown 
for  use  on  his  own  farm. 

Actually,  the  damage  that  has  been 
done  by  this  limitation  can  certainly  be 
overcome  without  any  substantive  harm 
to  the  program  by  the  adoption  of  my 
amendment.  There  is  no  particular  rea¬ 
son  to  believe  that  a  great  deal  more 
wheat  would  be  grown  on  farms  if  the 
30-acre  limitation  were  removed.  To 
take  a  few  typical  States  for  example: 
In  my  State  of  Michigan,  for  the  crop 
year  1959,  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  received  36  applications  from  farm¬ 
ers  to  grow  an  average  of  22  acres  of 
wheat  for  farm  purposes.  In  South  Da¬ 
kota,  there  were  nine  applications  to 
grow  an  average  of  23  acres  per  farmer. 
In  North  Dakota,  there  were  five  appli¬ 
cations  to  grow  an  average  of  26  acres. 
In  Illinois,  there  were  64  applications  to 
grow  an  average  of  24  acres. 

It  is  my  hope  that  by  the  removal  of 
this  provision  of  the  wheat  program  in 
this  stopgap  legislation  we  are  debating, 
it  will  be  possible  to  remove  at  least  one 
of  the  factors  which  unfortunately  has 
been  used  so  successfully  by  the  oppo- 
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nents  of  any  reasonable  farm  program  to 
distort  the  farm  picture  in  the  American 
public’s  mind.  In  addition,  I  believe  it 
is  only  a  matter  of  fair  play  that  a  farm¬ 
er  should  be  able  to  grow  all  the  wheat 
he  can  use  for  feed  purposes,  if  he  re¬ 
stricts  that  use  to  his  own  farm.  It  is 
because  most  Americans  have  this  basic 
feeling,  this  instinctive  belief  that  a  man 
should  be  able  to  feed  his  stock  from 
grains  grown  on  his  own  soil,  that  the 
continuance  of  the  30-acre  limitation 
jeopardizes  the  whole  farm  program. 
The  amendment  will  get  rid  of  this  un¬ 
fair  limitation,  and  the  time  to  accom¬ 
plish  this  result  is  now. 

Mr.  President,  I  hope  the  amendment 
will  be  adopted. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  the 
committee  considered  the  amendment 
submitted  by  the  Senator  from  Michigan. 
The  membership  of  the  committee  was 
divided  regarding  the  amendment. 

Since  the  submission  of  the  amend¬ 
ment,  I  have  had  occasion  to  talk  again 
with  several  members  of  the  committee. 

Inasmuch  as  any  wheatgrower  who 
desires  to  plant  wheat  for  feed  must  ob¬ 
tain  permission  from  the  Department  of 
Agriculture — and  whether  the  acreage 
involved  is  30,  75,  or  100  makes  no  differ¬ 
ence,  because  the  wheat  cannot  be  used 
for  any  other  purpose — it  is  my  hope  that 
if  the  amendment  is  adopted  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  will  do  a  better  job 
in  administering  it  than  has  been  done 
in  the  past  with  the  30-acre  limitation. 

Mr.  President,  so  far  as  I  am  con¬ 
cerned — and  I  believe  I  speak  for  the 
majority  of  the  committee — we  accept 
the’  amendment. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  from  Loui¬ 
siana  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  I  would  have  no  objection  to 
the  amendment,  either,  if  the  Depart¬ 
ment  strictly  enforced  it. 

I  understand  there  are  now  quite  a 
few  cases  involving  farmers  who  have 
planted  with  the  intention  of  feeding 
the  grain,  but  some  of  the  grain  finds 
its  way  into  the  marketplace  for  human 
consumption. 

If  the  Department  of  Agriculture  will 
strictly  enforce  this  provision,  I  believe 
it  will  be  a  good  one. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  be¬ 
lieve  I  am  authorized  to  say  that  the 
Department  not  only  has  no  objection 
to  the  amendment,  but  favors  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Because  in  the  sub¬ 
stitute  which  I  shall  offer,  there  is  a 
comparable  provision. 

I  need  only  add  that,  on  occasion,  the 
Department  has  been  thoroughly  em¬ 
barrassed  by  some  of  the  cases  which 
have  arisen.  In  one  case  the  Depart¬ 
ment  had  to  proceed  against  a  monas¬ 
tery,  because  of  wheat  which  was  grown 
on  the  grounds  of  the  monastery.  Such 
cases  are  extremely  awkward. 

I  .believe  I  express  the  feeling  of  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  when  I  say  that 


he  has  no  objection  to  the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Michigan  [Mr. 
Hart]  . 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  I  of¬ 
fer  the  amendment  which  I  send  to  the 
desk 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  submitted  by  the  Senator 
from  Kansas  will  be  stated. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  my 
amendment  calls  for  striking  out  all  of 
Senate  bill  1968  following  the  enacting 
clause,  and  substituting  therefor  the 
text  of  Senate  bill  1484. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  submitted  by  the  Senator 
from  Kansas  will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  It  is  proposed 
to  strike  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause 
of  Senate  bill  1968,  and  to  substitute  in 
lieu  thereof  the  text  of  Senate  bill  1484, 
entitled  “To  amend  the  Agricultural  Ad¬ 
justment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended.” 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the-reading  of 
the  text  of  the  amendment  be  dispensed 
with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
Objection,  it  is  so  ordered;  and,  without 
objection,  the  amendment  will  be  printed 
at  this  point  in  the  Record.  , 

The  amendment  submitted  by  Mr. 
Carlson  is  as  follows: 

Strike  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause, 
and  insert  the  following : 

“That  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  ‘Wheat 
Stabilization  Act  of  1959’. 

“Sec.  2.  Title  III  of  the  Agricultural  Ad¬ 
justment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is 
amended  (1)  by  designating  subtitles  D  and 
E  as  subtitles  E  and  F,  respectively,  and  (2) 
'by  inserting  after  subtitle  C  a  new  sub¬ 
title  D  as  follows : 

“  ‘SUBTITLE  D - MARKETING  QUOTA  AND  INCOME 

STABILIZATION  PLAN  FOR  WHEAT 

"Legislative  findings 

"  *Sec.  379a.  Wheat,  in  addition  to  being 
a  basic  food,  is  one  of  the  great  export  crops 
of  American  agriculture  and  its  production 
for  domestic  consumption  and  for  export  is 
essential  to  the  maintenance  of  a  sound 
national  economy  and  to  the  general  wel¬ 
fare.  The  movement  of  wheat  from  pro¬ 
ducer  to  consumer,  in  the  form  of  the  com¬ 
modity  or  any  of  the  products  -thereof,  is 
preponderantly  in  interstate  and  foreign 
commerce.  That  small  percentage  of  wheat 
which  is  produced  and  consumed  within  the 
confines  of  any  State  is  normally  com¬ 
mingled  with,  and  always  bears  a  close  and 
intimate  comercial  and  competitive  rela- 
toinship  to,  that  quantity  of  such  commod¬ 
ity  which  moves  in  interstate  and  foreign 
commerce.  For  this  reason,  any  regulation 
of  intrastate  commerce  in  wheat  is  a  regula¬ 
tion  of  commerce  which  is  in  competition 
with,  or  which  otherwise  affects,  obstructs, 
or  burden^  interstate  commerce  in  that 
commodity.  In  order  to  provide  an  ade¬ 
quate  and  balanced  flow  of  wheat  in  inter¬ 
state  and  foreign  commerce  thereby  assist 
farmers  in  obtaining  parity  of  income  by 
marketing  wheat  for  domestic  consumption 
at  parity  prices  and  by  increased  exports 
at  world  prices,  and  to  assure  consumers  an 
adequate  and  steady  supply  of  wheat  at  fair 
prices,  it  is  necessary  to  regulate  all  com¬ 
merce  in  wheat  In  the  manner  provided  by 
this  subtitle. 

"  ‘National  marketing  quota 

**  'Sec.  379b.  Not  later  than  May  15  of  each 
calendar  year,  the  Secretary  shall  proclaim 


a  national  marketing  quota  which  shall  be 
in  effect  with  respect  to  the  marketing  of 
wheat  during  the  marketing  year  beginning 
on  July  1  of  the  next  succeeding  calendar 
year.  The  national  marketing  quota  for  any 
marketing  year  shall  be  a  number  of  bushels 
equal  to  the  sum  of  the  number  of  bushels 
which  he  determines  will  be  consumed  as 
human  food  in  the  continental  United  States, 
or  outside  the  continental  United  States  by 
members  of  the  Armed  Forces,  during  such 
marketing  year  and  the  number  of  bushels 
whibh  he  determines  will  be  exported  during 
such  marketing  year,  less  seventy-five  million 
bushels. 

“  ‘Apportionment  of  national  marketing 
quota 

“  ‘Sec.  379c.  (a)  The  national  marketing 
quota  for  wheat,  less  a  reserve  of  not  to 
exceed  1  per  centum  thereof  for  apportion¬ 
ment  as  provided  in  this  subsection,  shall  be 
apportioned  by  the  Secretary  among  the 
several  States  in  such  manner  that  the 
quota  of  any  State  will  bear  the  same  ratio 
to  the  national  quota  as  a  figure  determined 
by  multiplying  the  base  acreage  of  such 
State  by  its  average  yield  bears  to  the  cor¬ 
responding  figure  for  all  of  the  States.  For 
the  purpose  of  this  subsection,  the  base 
acreage  of  a  State  shall  be  the  average  num¬ 
ber  of  acres  planted  to  wheat  in  such  State 
for  the  1952  and  1953  crops,  and  the  average 
yield  of  a  State  shall  be  the  average, 
weighted  by  the  county  base  acres,  of  the 
average  yields  of  the  counties  in  the  State 
as  determined  in  accordance  with  subsec¬ 
tion  (b)  of  this  section.  The  reserve  set 
aside  herein  for  apportionment  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  shall  be  used  to  make  increases  in 
quotas  apportioned  to  counties  under  sub¬ 
section  (b)  of  this  section,  on  the  basis  of 
the  relative  needs  of  counties  for  additional 
quota  because  of  reclamation  and  other  new 
areas  coming  into  the  production  of  wheat 
after  1953. 

‘“(b)  The  State  marketing  quota  for 
wheat,  less  a  reserve  of  not  to  exceed  2  per 
centum  thereof  for  apportionment  as  pro¬ 
vided  in  subsection  (c)  of  this  section,  shall 
be  apportioned  by  the  Secretary  among  the 
counties  in  the  State  in  such  manner  that 
the  quota  of  any  county  will  bear  the  same 
rAtio  to  the  State  quota  as  a  figure  deter¬ 
mined  by  multiplying  the  base  acreage  of 
such  county  by  its  average  yield  bears  to  the 
corresponding  figure  for  all  of  the  counties 
in  such  State.  For  the  purpose  of  this  sub¬ 
section,  the  base  acreage  of  a  county  shall 
be  the  average  number  of  acres  planted  to 
wheat  in  such  county  for  the  1952  and  1953 
crops,  and  the  average  yield  of  a  county  shall 
be  the  highest  annual  average  number  of 
bushels  of  wheat  per  acre  harvested  in  such 
county  during  five  consecutive  years  within 
the  twenty-five  year  period  immediately  pre¬ 
ceding  the  year  in  which  the  first  such  ap¬ 
portionment  is  made. 

“‘(c)  The  county  quota  shall  be  appor¬ 
tioned  by  the  Secretary,  through  the  county 
committees,  among  the  farms  within  the 
county  on  which  wheat  has  been  planted 
during  any  one  of  the  three  marketing  years 
immediately  preceding  the  marketing  year 
in  which  the  apportionment  is  made  and  on 
which  wheat  was  planted  for  the  1952  or 
1953  crop,  in  such  manner  that  the  quota 
of  any  farm  shall  bear  the  same  ratio  to  the 
county  quota  as  a  figure  determined  by 
multiplying  the  base  acreage  of  such  farm 
by  its  average  yield  bears  to  a  corresponding 
figure  for  all  of  the  farms  in  such  county 
entitled  to  receive  a  farm  marketing  quota 
-for  wheat.  For  the  purpose  of  this  subsec¬ 
tion  the  base  acreage  of  a  farm  shall  be  the 
average  number  of  acres  planted  to  wheat 
on  such  farm  for  the  1952  and  1953  crops, 
with  adjustments  for  abnormal  weather 
conditions  during  such  years,  tillable  acres, 
crpp  rotation  practices,  type  of  soil  and 
topography.  The  average  yield  of  a  farm 
shall  be  the  average  annual  yield  in  bushels 
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per  harvested  acre  of  such  farm  for  the  five 
years  immediately  preceding  the  year  in 
which  such  apportionment  is  made  on  the 
basis  of  actual  or  estimated  yields  for  such 
years  with  appropriate  adjustments  as  pre¬ 
scribed  by  regulations  issued  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary,  for  abnormal  weather  or  other  condi¬ 
tions  affecting  yields  in  any  of  the  years. 
Not  more  than  2  per  centum  of  the  State 
quota  shall  be  used  for  apportionment  to 
farms  on  which  wheat  ,has  been  planted 
during  any  of  the  three  marketing  years  im¬ 
mediately  preceding  the  marketing  year  in 
which  the  apportionment  is  made  but  upon 
which  wheat  was  not  planted  for  the  1952 
or  1953  crops.  The  Secretary  may  by  regu¬ 
lations  provide  for  the  distribution  of  the 
farm  marketing  quota  among  individual  pro¬ 
ducers  on  the  farm  on  the  basis  of  their  re¬ 
spective  shares  in  the  wheat  crop,  or  the 
proceeds  thereof. 

“  ‘ Marketing  of  wheat 

•“Sec.  379d.  (a)  For  the  purposes  of  this 
subtitle,  wheat  marketed  by  a  producer  with 
respect  to  a  farm  after  the  beginning  of  the 
first  marketing  year  for  which  a  marketing 
quota  and  stabilization  program  is  in  effect 
under  this  subtitle  shall  be  considered  to  be 
marketing  quota  wheat  if — 

“  '  ( 1 )  the  amount  of  such  wheat  when 
added  to  any  other  wheat  marketed  by  the 
producer  with  respect  to  such  farm  as  mar¬ 
keting  quota  wheat  subsequent  to  the  begin¬ 
ning  of  the  first  marketing  year  for  which 
a  marketing  quota  and  stabilization  certifi¬ 
cate  program  is  in  effect  under  this  subtitle, 
does  not  exceed  the  total  amount  of  wheat 
allotted  to  such  farm  as  farm  marketing 
quota  (or  portion  thereof  distributed  to  such 
producer)  under  this  subtitle  for  such  year 
and  any  subsequent  marketing  year  or  years 
up  to  and  including  the  marketing  year 
which  begins  in  the  calendar  year  in  which 
the  wheat  is  marketed:  Provided ,  That  such 
quota  or  quotas  have  been  determined  as 
herein  provided,  and  a  marketing  card  or 
cards  or  similar  instruments  for  such  quota 
or  quotas  have  been  issued  to  the  producer, 
or 

•“(2)  such  wheat  was  harvested  prior  to 
the  calendar  year  in  which  the  first  market¬ 
ing  year  for  which  a  marketing  quota  and 
stabilization  certificate  program  is  in  effect 
under  this  subtitle  begins,  and  could  have 
been  sold  prior  to  the  beginning  of  such 
marketing  year  without  payment  of  a  mar¬ 
keting  penalty  under  Act  of  May  26,  1941 
(7U.S.C.  1340),  and 

“‘(3)  such  wheat  is  identified  by  such 
producer  and  by  any  subsequent  seller  or 
other  transferor  as  marketing  quota  wheat  in 
such  manner  as  shall  be  prescribed  by  regu¬ 
lations  of  the  Secretary. 

‘“(b)  For  the  purposes  of  this  subsection, 
wheat  marketed  prior  to  the  beginning  of  a 
marketing  year  shall  be  considered  to  have 
been  marketed  subsequent  to  the  beginning 
of  such  marketing  year  if  it  is  harvested  dur¬ 
ing  the  calendar  year  in  which  such  market¬ 
ing  year  begins. 

“‘(c)(1)  Except  as  provided  in  this  sub¬ 
section  and  in  section  379g,  nothing  con¬ 
tained  in  this  subtitle  shall  be  construed  to 
prohibit  or  restrict  the  transfer  or  use  of 
wheat  other  than  marketing  quota  wheat. 

“  ‘(2)  Any  person  who,  in  connection  with 
the  sale  or  other  transfer  of  wheat,  repre¬ 
sents  such  wheat  to  be  marketing  quota 
wheat  and  such  wheat  does  not  meet  all  the 
applicable  requirements  of  subsection  379d 
(a)  hereof,  shall  forfeit  to  the  United  States 
a  sum  equal  to  three  times  the  number  of 
bushels  of  wheat  involved  in  such  misrepre¬ 
sentation,  ,  multiplied  by  the  price  support 
per  bushel  in  effect  under  sect'ion  379m 
hereof  for  the  marketing  year  in  which  the 
misrepresentation  occurs.  Such  forfeiture 
shall  be  recoverable  in  a  civil  suit  brought 
In  the  name  of  the  United  States. 

“  ‘(d)  Beginning  with  the  first  day  of  the 
first  marketing  year  for  which  a  marketing 


quota  and  stabilization  certificate  program  is 
in  effect  under  this  subtitle,  no  person  who 
first  processes  wheat  into  food  products  com¬ 
posed  wholly  or  partly  of  wheat  for  domestic 
food  consumption  or  export,  shall  process 
any  such  wheat,  and  no  person  shall  export 
unprocessed  wheat,  unless  such  person  has  in 
his  possession  evidence  satisfactory  to  the 
Secretary  that  such  wheat  is  either  (1)  mar¬ 
keting  quota  wheat,  (2)  imported  wheat, 
(3)  wheat  sold  by  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation,  or  (4)  wheat  which  was  mar¬ 
keted  by  the  producer  thereof  prior  to  the 
beginning  of  the  first  marketing  year  for 
which  a  marketing  quota  and  stabilization 
certificate  program  is  in  effect  under  this 
subtitle,  and  is  not  considered  to  have  been 
marketed  in  such  marketing  year  under  the 
provisions  of  subsection  (b)  hereof. 

"  ‘Domestic  food  quota 
“  'Sec.  379e.  Not  later  than  May  15  of  each 
calendar  year  the  Secretary  shall  determine 
and  proclaim  the  domestic  food  quota  for 
wheat  for  the  marketing.year  beginning  in 
the  next  calendar  year.  Such  domestic  food 
quota  shall  be  that  number  of  bushels  of 
wheat  which  the  Secretary  determines  will  be 
consumed  as  human  food  in  the  continental 
United  States,  and  outside  the  continental 
United  States  by  members  of  the  Armed 
Forces,  during  such  marketing  year. 

“  ‘Stabilization  certificates 
“  ‘Sec.  379f.  (a)  The  Secretary  shall  pre¬ 
pare  for  each  marketing  year  stabilization 
certificates  which  shall  be  issued  for  each 
farm  to  which  a  farm  marketing  quota  has 
been  assigned  under  section  379c  (c)  for 
such  year,  and  on  which  an  amount  of  acre¬ 
age  equal  to  not  less  than  20  per  centum  or 
more  than  50  per  centum  of  the  wheat  base 
acreage  of  the  farm  under  section  379c(c)  has 
been  placed  in  the  conservation  reserve  un¬ 
der  the  Soil  Bank  Act  for  such  year:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  no  farm  shall  be  ineligible  for 
receipt  of  stabilization  certificates  by  reason 
of  the  placing  of  more  than  50  per  centum 
of  the  wheat  base  of  such  farm  in  the  con¬ 
servation  reserve  if  the  placing  of  such  acre¬ 
age  was  provided  for  under  a  contract  en¬ 
tered  into  prior  to  the  beginning  of  the  first 
marketing  year  for  which  a  marketing  quota 
and  stabilization  certificate  program  is  in 
effect  under  this  subtitle.  The  certificates 
issued  for  any  farm  shall  be  in  an  amount 
which  bears  the  'same  ratio  to  such  farm 
marketing  quota  as  the  domestic  food  quota 
proclaimed  under  section  379e  bears  to  the 
national  marketing  quota  proclaimed  under 
section  379b  for  such  year.  Stabilization, 
certificates  shall  not  be  issued  with  respect  to 
any  farm  in  an  amount  in  excess  of  the  num¬ 
ber  .obtained  by  multiplying  the  acreage 
planted  to  wheat  by  the  average  yield  of  such 
farm  determined  in  accordance  with  section 
379c(i).  The  stabilization  certificates  for  a 
farm  shall  be  issued  to  the  farm  operator, 
but  the  Secretary  may  authorize  the  issuance 
of  stabilization  certificates  to  individual  pro¬ 
ducers  on  ahy  farm  on  the  basis  of  their 
respective  shares  in  the  wheat  crop,  or  the 
proceeds  thereof,  produced  on  the  farm.  The 
Secretary  shall  also  issue  and  sell  stabiliza¬ 
tion  certificates  to  processors  and  importers 
in  such  quantities  as  are  required  by  them 
in  order  to  meet  the  requirements  of  sub¬ 
sections  (a)  and  (b)  of  section  379g.  Stabi¬ 
lization  certificates  shall  be  transferable  only 
in  accordance  with  regulations  issued  by  the 
Secretary. 

“‘(b)  When  the  domestic  food  quota  is 
proclaimed  for  any  marketing  year  pursuant 
to  section  379e  hereof,  the  Secretary  shall 
determine  and  proclaim  the  estimated  parity 
price  for  wheat  as  of  the  beginning  oi  the 
marketing  year  for  which  the  domestic  food 
quota  is  proclaimed.  The  value  of  any  sta¬ 
bilization  certificate  issued  for  such  market¬ 
ing  year  shall  be  equal  to  35  per  centum  of 
such  estimated  parity  price  of  wheat  per 
bushel,  multiplied  by  the  number  of  bushels 


of  wheat  with  respect  to  which  it  is  issued. 
The  value  of  any  stabilization  certificate  so 
determined  shall  remain  constant  and  shall 
remain  in  effect  until  redeemed. 

“  '(c)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  and  di¬ 
rected  through  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  to  buy  and  sell  stabilization  cer¬ 
tificates  issued  for  any  marketing  .  year  at 
the  value  proclaimed  pursuant  to  subsection 
(b)  of  this  section.  For  the  purpose  of  fa¬ 
cilitating  the  purchase  and  sale  of  certifi¬ 
cates,  the  Secretary  may  establish  and  op¬ 
erate  a  pool  or  pools  and  he  may  also  auth¬ 
orize  public  and  private  agencies  to  act  as 
his  agents,  either  directly  or  through  the 
pool  or  pools.  Certificates  shall  be  valid  to 
cover  sales  and  importations  of  products 
made  during  the  marketing  year  with  respect 
to  which  they  are  issued  and  after  being  once 
used  to  cover  such  sales  and  importations 
shall  be  canceled  by  the  Secretary.  Any  un¬ 
used  certificates  shall  be  redeemed  by  the 
Secretary  at  the  price  established  for  such 
certificates. 

“  'Acquisition  of  stabilization  certificates  by 
processors 

•‘‘Sec.  379g.  (a)  Beginning  with  the  first 
day  of  the  first  marketing  year  for  which  a 
marketing  quota  and  stabilization  certificate 
program  is  in  effect  under  this  subtitle  and 
except  as  provided  in  subsection  (d)  hereof, 
no  person  shall  process  wheat  into  food 
products  composed  wholly  or  partly  of  wheat 
for  domestic  food  consumption  or  export  in 
excess  of  the  quantity  for  which  stabiliza¬ 
tion  certificates  issued  pursuant  to  section 
379f  hereof  have  been  acquired  by  such 
person. 

“  ‘(b)  Beginning  with  the  first  day  of  the 
first  marketing  year  for  which  a  marketing 
quota  and  stabilization  certificate  program 
is  in  effect  under  this  subtitle,  and  except 
as  provided  in  subsection  (d)  hereof,  no  per¬ 
son  shall  import  or  bring  into  the  conti¬ 
nental  United  States  any  food  products 
containing  wheat  in  excess  of  the  quantity 
for  which  stabilization  certificates  issued 
pursuant  to  section  379f  of  this  Act  have 
been  acquired  by  such  person. 

“  ‘(c)  Upon  the  exportation  from  the  con¬ 
tinental  United  States  of  any  food  product 
containing  wheat,  with  respect  to  which  sta¬ 
bilization  certificates  as  required  herein  have 
been  acquired,  the  Secretary  shall  pay  to 
the  exporter  an  amount  equal  to  the  value 
of  the  certificates  for  the  quantity  of  wheat 
so  exported  in  the  food  product.  For  the 
purposes  of  this  subsection,  the  consignor 
named  in  the  bill  of  lading,  under  which  the 
article  is  exported,  shall  be  considered  the 
exporter:  Provided,  however.  That  any  other 
person  may  be  considered  to  be  the  exporter 
-if  the  consignor  named  in  the  bill  of  lading 
waives  claim  in  favor  of  such  other  person. 

“‘(d)  Upon  the  giving  of  a  bond  satis¬ 
factory  to  the  Secretary  under  such  rules 
and  regulations  as  he  shall  prescribe  to  se¬ 
cure  the  purchase  of  any  payment  for  such 
stabilization  certificates  as  may  be  required, 
any  person  required  to  have  a  stabilization 
certificate  in  order  to  process  wheat  or  im¬ 
port  a  food  product  composed  wholly  or 
partly  of  wheat  may  process  or  import  any 
such  commodity  without  having  first  ac¬ 
quired  a  stabilization  certificate. 

‘“(e)  As  used  in  this  section  and  section 
379d(d),  (1)  the  term  “food”  means  human 
food  but  shall  not  be  deemed  to  include 
liquor  or  beverages,  and  (2)  the  term  "ex¬ 
port”  shall  not  be  deemed  to  include  the 
shipment  of  food  products  for  consumption 
by  the  Armed  Forces  of  the  United  States 
outside  the  continental  United  States. 

Conversion  penalties' 

“  ‘Sec.  379h.  The  Secretary  shall  ascertain 
and  establish  conversion  factors  showing 
the  amount  of  wheat  contained  in  food 
products  processed  wholly  or  partly  from 
wheat*  The  conversion  factor  for  any  such 
product  shall  be  determined  upon  the  basis 
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of  the  weight  of  wheat  used  in  the  processing 
Of  such  product. 

"  'Civil  penalties 

“  ‘Sec.  3791.  Any  person  who  violates  or  at¬ 
tempts  to  violate,  or  participates  or  aids  in 
the  violation  of  anyN  of  the  provisions  of 
subsections  (a)  or  (b)  of  section  379g,  or 
of  subsection  (d)  of  subsection  370d  hereof, 
shall  forfeit  to  the  United  State  a  sum  equal 
to  three  times  the  number  of  bushels  of 
•wheat  involved  in  such  violation,  including 
the  wheat  in  any  product  composed  wholly 
or  partly  of  wheat,  multiplied  by  the  price 
support  per  bushel  in  effect  under  section 
379m  hereof,  'for  the  marketing  year  in 
which  such  violation  occurs.  Such  forfeiture 
shall  be  recoverable  in  a  civil  suit  brought  in 
the  name  of  the  United  States. 

“  "Adjustments  in  national  marketing  and 
domestic  food  quotas 

“‘Sec.  379 j.  If  the  Secretary  has  reason 
to  believe  that  pecause  of  a  national  emer¬ 
gency  or  because  of  a  material  increase  in 
demand  for  wheat,  the  national  marketing 
quota  or  the  domestic  food  quota  for  wheat 
should  be  increased  or  suspended,  he  shall 
cause  an  immediate  investigation  to  be  made 
to  determine  whether  the  increase  or  suspen¬ 
sion  is  necessary  in  order  to  meet  such  emer¬ 
gency  or  increase  in  the  demand  for  wheat, 
If,  on  the  basis  of  such  investigation,  the 
Secretary  finds  that  such  increase  or  su¬ 
spension  is  necessary,  he  shall  immediately 
proclaim  such  finding  (and  if  he  finds  an  in¬ 
crease  is  necessary,  the  amount  of  the  in¬ 
crease  found  by  him  to  be  necessary)  and 
thereupon  such  quotas  shall  be  increased  or 
shall  be  suspended,  as  the  case  may  be. 
In  case  any  national  marketing  quota  is 
increased  under  this  section,  each  farm  mar¬ 
keting  quota  for  wheat  shall  be  increased  in 
the  same  ratio.  In  case  any  domestic  food 
quota  for  wheat  is  increased  under  this 
section,  the  amount  of  the  stabilization  cer¬ 
tificates  for  each  farm  shall  be  increased  in 
the  same  ratio. 

“  ‘Reports  and  records 

“‘Sec.  379k.  (a)  The  provisions  of  section 
373(a)  of  this  Act  shall  apply  to  all  persons, 
except  wheat  producers,  who  are  subject  to 
the  provisions  of  this  subtitle,  except  that 
any  such  person  failing  to  make  any  report 
or  keep  any  record  as  required  by  this  section 
or  making  any  false  report  or  record  shall  be 
deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor  and  upon 
conviction  thereof  shall  be  subject  to  a  fine 
of  not  more  than  $2,000  for  each  such 
violation. 

“‘(b)  The  provisions  of  section  373(b)  of 
this  Act  shall  apply  to  all  wheat  farmers  who 
are  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  subtitle. 

“  'Referendum 

“  ‘Sec.  3791.  In  the  first  referendum,  held 
pursuant  to  section  336  hereof,  following  the 
enactment  of  this  subtitle  for  the  purpose 
of  determining  whether  farmers  eligible  to 
vote  in  such  referendum  and  voting  on  the 
question  favor  a  marketing  quota  and 
stabilization  certificate  program  under  this 
subtitle  in  lieu  of  marketing  quotas  under 
subtitle  B  hereof,  the  Secretary  shall  submit 
on  separate  ballots  the  question  of  whether 
such 'farmers  favor  a  marketing  quota  and 
stabilization  certificate  program  under  this 
subtitle  in  lieu  of  marketing  quotas  under 
subtitle  B.  If  the  Secretary  determines  that 
a  majority  of  eligible  farmers  voting  on  such 
question  favor  such  marketing  quota  and 
stabilization  certificate  program  under  this 
subtitle  D,  the  Secretary  shall,  prior  to  the 
effective  date  of  the  national  marketing 
quota  proclaimed  under  subtitle  B,  hereof, 
suspend  the  operation  of  such  quota  and 
place  into  effect  a  marketing  quota  and 
stabilization  certificate  program  for  the  crop 
with  respect  to  which  the  referendum  is  held 
and  subsequent  wheat  crops  under  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  subtitle,  in  which  event  the 


provisions  of  subtitle  B  relating  to  market¬ 
ing  quotas  and  acreage  allotments  for  wheat 
shall  no  longer  be  in  effect.  If  a  majority 
of  such  farmers  do  not  favor  such  program 
the  provisions  of  this  subtitle  shall  be  of  no 
further  force  or  effect.  The  determinations 
of  the  Secretary  pursuant  to  this  secti'on  shall 
be  final  and  not  subject  to  Judicial  review. 

“  'Price  support 

"  ‘Sec.  379m.  Notwithstanding  any  other 
provision  of  law — 

“  ‘(a)  whenever  a  wheat  marketing  quota 
and  stabilization  certificate  program  under 
this  subtitle  is  in  effect,  price  support  for 
wheat  shall  be  determined  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  subsection  (b)  of  this 
section; 

“‘(b)  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
is  directed  to  make  available,  through  loans, 
purchases,  or  other  operations,  price  support 
to  producers  of  wheat  at  a  level  not  less  than 
65  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  for  wheat 
as  determined  by  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  as  of  May  1  prior  to  the  beginning  of 
the  marketing  year  on  the  amounts  of  the 
farm  marketing  quotas  of  such  producers 
for  such  year. 

“  ‘Security  reserve  for  wheat 

“  ‘Sec.  379n.  (a)  The  Secretary  is  au¬ 
thorized  and  directed  to  establish  a  security 
reserve  for  wheat,  and  to  transfer  to  such 
reserve  five  hundred  million  bushels  of  wheat 
owned  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion.  Wheat  placed  in  such  reserve  shall  re¬ 
main  the  property  of  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  and,  except  for  rotation  to  pre¬ 
vent  spoilage,  shall  not  be  removed  from 
such  reserve  except  in  case  of  war  or  other 
national  emergency  proclaimed  by  the 
President. 

“  ‘(b)  The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
shall  enter  into  contracts  for  the  storage  of 
wheat  placed  in  the  reserve  established  by 
this  Act  for  such  periods  of  time  and  on  such 
terms  as  will  result  in  the  most  economical 
cost.  Such  contracts  shall  be  awarded  on  a 
basis  which  will  provide  adequate  dispersal 
for  security  purposes  among  the  producing 
States,  having  regard  for  the  proportionate 
production  of  such  State.  Such  contracts 
shall  provide  for  the  rotation  of  stocks  to 
prevent  spoilage  and  for  such  purpose  shall 
contain  a  schedule  of  premiums  and  dis¬ 
counts  for  differences  in  quality. 

“  ‘Sec.  379o.  The  provisions  of  sections  361 
to  368,  each  inclusive,  shall  apply  to  farm 
marketing  quotas  established  under  this 
subtitle  D’.” 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  today 
the  Senate  has  been  considering  a  tem¬ 
porary  bill  dealing  with  the  problem  of 
wheat.  The  chairman  of  the  Senate 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry 
has  stated  on  several  occasions  that  this 
measure  is  a  temporary  one,  and  that 
it  will  apply  for  2  years,  namely,  1960 
and  1961. 

It  is  my  contention  that  if  we  are  to 
deal  with  this  situation,  we  need  a  pro¬ 
gram  which  will  be  more  permanent. 

It  is  for  that  reason  that  I  have  sub¬ 
mitted  this  amendment,  based  on  the 
bill  which  now  involves  what  is  known 
as  a  two-price  system. 

Accurately  and  correctly  stated,  this 
is  a  marketing-control  measure,  rather 
than  a  production-control  measure. 

I  believe  the  Senate  should  be  re¬ 
minded  of  the  fact  that  today  we  have 
actually  begun  a  two-price  system  for 
agricultural  commodities,  by  adopting 
the  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  [Mr.  Williams].  From  now 
on,  there  will  be  one  price — the  sup¬ 
ported  price — for  such  commodities,  sub¬ 


ject  to  the  $35,000  limitation,  for  any 
individual  farmer  or  organization  that 
produces  that  amount;  and  there  will 
be  another  price — a  market  price,  prob¬ 
ably  a  world  price — for  such  agricultural 
commodities  as  will  be  supported  above 
the  $35,000  limitation. 

The  bill  I  have  submitted  as  an 
amendment  to  the  pending  bill — and  let 
me  state  that  Senate  bill  1484  was  intro¬ 
duced  on  March  20,  by  me,  on  behalf 
of  myself,  the  Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr. 
Morse],  the  Senator  from  Washington 
[Mr.  Magnuson]  ,  the  Senator  from  Ore¬ 
gon  [Mr.  Netjberger]  ,  the  Senator  from 
Nebraska  [Mr.  Curtis],  The  Senator 
from  South  Dakota  [Mr.  Case],  the 
Senator  from  Washington  [Mr.  Jack- 
son],  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
[Mr.  Chavez],  and  the  Senator  from 
North  Dakota  [Mr.  Young] — will,  I  con¬ 
tend,  solve  the  wheat  problem;  and  I 
also  predict  that  that  problem  will  not  be 
solved  until  we  actually  adopt  a  program 
of  this  type. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  from  Kansas 
yield  to  me? 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
only  5  minutes;  I  yield  myself  only  5 
minutes.  I  neglected  to  state  that  when 
I  began  to  speak.  However,  I  yield 
briefly  to  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  I  do  not  wish  to  trespass  on 
the  time  available  to  the  Senator  from 
Kansas. 

However,  I  wish  to  state  that  I  am 
happy  to  be  associated  with  him  in 
sponsoring  the  bill  which  he  has  now 
submitted  as  an  amendment  to  the 
pending  bill.  As  he  has  stated,  I  was 
one  of  the  co-sponsors  of  Senate  bill 
1484. 

I  wish  to  point  out  that  it  is  impossi¬ 
ble  successfully  to  control  production. 
As  the  Senator  from  Kansas  has  well 
stated,  the  measure  he  has  submitted  is 
a  plan  to  control  marking.  Marketing 
can  be  controlled;  production  cannot  be 
controlled. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Kansas  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  am  very  happy  to 
yield  to  the  Senator  from  Vermont. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  I  do  not 
wish  to  say  anything  about  the  merits 
of  this  proposal;  I  simply  desire  to  point 
out  that  only  1  week  remains  for  the  en¬ 
actment  of  legislation  to  affect  the  crop 
for  1960.  For  that  reason,  it  would  be 
impossible  to  put  ihto  effect  the  pro¬ 
posal  of  the  Senator  from  Kansas,  even 
if  it  were  passed  by  both  Houses  of  Con¬ 
gress,  because  more  time  than  the 
amount  of  time  available  would  be  re¬ 
quired  to  set  up  the  necessary  machin¬ 
ery.  i 

I  suggest  that  the  Congress  enact  leg¬ 
islation  in  this  field  within  the  coming 
week,  if  possible;  and  that  must  be  leg¬ 
islation  which  will  be  signed  and  go  into 
effect  in  time  to  alleviate  the  situation 
beginning  with  the  1960  crop. 

Then,  if  the  Congress  is  willing  to  take 
up  the  proposal  of  the  Senator  from  Kan¬ 
sas,  and  if  the  Congress  approves  it,  it 
could  be  put  into  effect  the  following 
year.  But  that  simply  could  not  be 
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done  within  the  1  week  which  remains. 

I  am  not  expressing  any  opinion  in  re¬ 
gard  to  the  merits  of  the  Senator’s  pro¬ 
posal;  I  am  pointing  out  the  mechani¬ 
cal  difficulties  involved  in  putting  such 
a  program  into  operation  in  time  to  af¬ 
fect  this  year’s  plantings  for  the  1960 
crop. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
well  aware  of  the  problem  to  which  the 
Senator  from  Vermont  has  referred;  and 
it  is  a  problem  of  immediate  concern. 

However,  I  did  not  want  the  Record 
of  today’s  proceedings  to  be  closed  with¬ 
out  advancing  this  proposal,  which  I  be¬ 
lieve  must  be  adopted  if  the  problem 
is  ever  to  be  solved. 

Mr.  President,  in  view  of  the  high  pro¬ 
duction  costs  of  today  and  the  high 
taxes  which  farmers  have  to  pay  and 
the  present  high  cost  of  farm  machinery, 
I  believe  we  cannot  expect  the  farmer  to 
operate  on  a  basis  other  than  one  which 
will  give  him  the  protections  which  must 
be  given  to  him. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Kansas  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  commend  the  Senator  from  Kansas 
for  taking  the  leadership  in  offering  this 
amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  substitute. 
I  believe  it  is  the  only  answer  to  this 
most  difficult  problem. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Washington. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  from  Kansas 
yield  to  me? 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  I,  too, 
wish  to  commend  the  Senator  from  Kan¬ 
sas  for  submitting  his  amendment  in 
the  nature  of  a  substitute,  which  com¬ 
prises  the  text  of  Senate  bill  1484.  If 
time  permitted  me  to  do  so,  I  would 
deal  at  length  with  the  merits  of  this 
proposal.  I  do  not  think  the  wheat  pro¬ 
ducers  of  the  Nation  will  ever  be  satis¬ 
fied  until  this  proposal  has  been  tried 
out.  To  me  it  makes  more  sense  than 
any  other  proposal  which  has  been  sug¬ 
gested. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  so  I  may  make  a  correc¬ 
tion  of  my  statement? 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Vermont. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  In  the  statement  I  just 
made,  I  said  it  could  not  be  put  into 
effect  in  time  to  affect  this  year’s  crop. 
I  should  have  said  this  year’s  planting, 
because  the  Secretary  has  just  1  week 
left  to  issue  allotments  for  this  year’s 
planting,  beginning  with  the  fall  season. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  yield  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Oregon. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  should  like  to  have 
the  Record  show  that  once  again  I  stand 
shoulder  to  shoulder  with  the  Senator 
from  Kansas  in  support  of  the  so-called 
domestic  parity  wheat  program. 

I  agree  with  the  comment  which  was 
made  by  the  Senator  from  North  Dakota 
fMr.  Young].  I  do  not  believe  we  will 
reach  a  successful  solution  of  the  wheat 
production  problem  until  we  adopt  the 
domestic  parity  program. 


I  thought  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  [Mr.  Case]  put  his  finger  on 
the  true  situation  when  he  said  we  are 
not  going  to  solve  the  problem  of  wheat 
from  a  production  standpoint  at  all; 
we  are  going  to  have  to  face  up  to  it 
from  the  marketing  standpoint. 

That  is  what  our  proposal  over  the 
years,  which  the  Senator  from  Kansas 
is  now  urging  again,  has  sought  to  do. 

The  record  will  show — and  I  shall  not 
take  the  time  to  do  more  than  make  a 
passing  reference  to  the  position  I  took 
last  year — that,  as  a  member  of  the  For¬ 
eign  Relations  Committee,  I  have  urged 
this  proposal  as  a  very  important  foreign 
policy  proposal,  because,  in  my  judg¬ 
ment,  here  is  a  potential  program  which 
will  make  it  possible  for  us  to  make  use 
of  our  surplus  of  wheat,  until  we  need 
it  ourselves,  as  one  of  our  most  effective 
weapons  against  the  threat  of  commu¬ 
nism  in  the  underdeveloped  areas  of  the 
world  where  the  lack  of  food  is  really 
the  major  foreign  policy  problem  that 
confronts  the  world. 

As  I  said  last  year,  and  I  repeat  it 
today,  the  Senator  from  Kansas  and  I 
traveled  together  in  India  a  couple  of 
years  ago,  and  we  saw  with  our  own  eyes 
what  happens  when  a  wheat-consuming 
program  is  set  up  in  that  part  of  the 
world.  Once  the  people  become  accus¬ 
tomed  to  wheat  as  a  part  of  their  diet, 
they  will  not  go  back  to  rice,  because 
they  see  the  great  advantage  of  wheat. 

Here  we  have  proposed  a  program 
which  is  certainly  worth  a  trial.  I  hope, 
if  we  are  not  successful  today  because 
of  any  such  procedural  problem  as  the 
Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr.  Aiken]  has 
raised,  there  will  not  be  foreclosed  a  fur¬ 
ther  consideration  of  this  proposal  be¬ 
fore  the  end  of  this  session,  because  we 
are  not  going  to  settle  the  wheat  prob¬ 
lem  today  by  any  stopgap  program. 

In  closing,  I  wish  to  add,  with  regard 
to  the  need  for  wheat,  that  we  ourselves 
are  going  to  need  the  wheat  in  the  not 
too  distant  future.  Once  agricultural 
production  patterns  are  destroyed,  they 
are  not  easily  revived.  We  keep  talking 
about  surplus  wheat,  and  yet  all  our 
population  experts  point  out  to  us  that 
it  is  not  going  to  be  many  years  before 
the  real  problem  confronting  the  United 
States  will  be  whether  we  can-  raise 
enough  food  to  meet  the  population 
needs  of  our  own  people. 

I  look  at  the  surplus  wheat  as  a  great 
storehouse  which  ought  to  be  emptied 
into  the  empty  stomachs  of  people  in 
the  underdeveloped  areas  of  the  world 
as  a  foreign  policy  program  of  the  United 
States,  until  such  time  as  our  own  people 
need  the  wheat. 

I  am  proud  again  to  join  the  Senator 
from  Kansas  in  urging  the  adoption  of 
the  domestic  parity  wheat  program. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
yielded  to  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  may  I 
inquire  if  I  have  used  all  15  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Kansas  has  5  minutes  re¬ 
maining  to  him. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  yield  the  5  minutes 
to  myself. 


Does  the  Senator  from  Washington 
[Mr.  Magnuson]  wish  me  to  yield  to 
him?  , 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  wanted  to  have 
a  little  time.  I  know  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  wishes  to  make  a  statement. 
I  wished  to  add  something  to  what  has 
been  said  about  the  proposal  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Kansas,  in  which,  as  he  knows, 
I  have  been  deeply  interested  for  some 
time.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  Senator 
from  Kansas  and  other  Senators  will  re¬ 
member  that  the  U.S.  Senate  passed  the 
very  essence  of  this  proposal  as  a  solution 
for  the  wheat  problem  some  2Y2  years 
ago. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  If  the  Sfenator  does 
not  mind  my  interruption,  the  vote  was 
55  to  32. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  The  vote  was  55  to 
32,  and  at  that  time  there  were  many 
expressions  made  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate  by  Members  who  were  deeply 
interested  in  agricultural  matters  and 
by  members  of  the  committee  to  the  ef¬ 
fect  that,  in  looking  over  all  the  plans 
which  had  been  suggested  for  the  wheat 
problem,  although  that  proposal  might 
not  have  been  perfect,  the  domestic  par¬ 
ity  wheat  plan,  as  proposed  by  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Kansas,  myself, 
and/other  Senators,  looked  like  the  best 
hope  for  the  solution  of  the  problem. 

In  the  meantime,  the  situation  has 
worsened,  and  that  proposal  still  looks 
like  the  best  hope.  However,  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Kansas,  I,  and  many  other  Sen¬ 
ators  appreciate  that  we  are  running 
into  a  time  problem.  I  assume,  and  I  am 
sure  the  sponsors  of  the  proposal  of  the 
Senator  from  Kansas  also  assume,  that 
the  plan  the  Senate  is  about  to  adopt 
today  as  a  solution  of  the  problem  is  of 
a  seasonal  or  temporary  nature  only,  and 
that  the  sooner  we  can  get  to  a  perma¬ 
nent  solution  regarding  the  whole  wheat 
surplus  problem,  the  better  it  will  be.  I 
know  the  members  of  the  committee,  in¬ 
cluding  the  chairman,  feel  that  way 
about  it.  I  hope  that  will  be  done.  •  I  feel 
when  they  get  into  the  domestic  parity 
proposal,  they  will  agree  it  is  about  the 
only  hope. 

I  remember  that  some  Senators,  when 
the  proposal  was  adopted  by  the  vote 
which  has  been  mentioned  by  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Kansas,  suggested  probably 
that  it  was  the  answer  with  regard  to 
the  problems  relating  to  other  basic 
commodities.  I  am  hopeful  the  com¬ 
mittee  will  consider  the  matter. 

There  have  been  many  discussions  re¬ 
lating  to  the  proposal.  I  know  there 
has  been  great  feeling  on  the  part  of 
those  who  are  experts  on  the  matter, 
and  who  are  better  informed  than  many 
of  us,  that  this  may  be  the  solution. 

I  am  hopeful  that  the  proposal  of  the 
Senator  from  Kansas  will  be  considered 
by  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
Forestry,  and  that  the  committee  will 
regard  it  as  a  solution  of  the  problem. 

Mr.  President,  inasmuch  as  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Kansas  has  yielded  to  me,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  in 
the  Record  an  analysis  of  the  wheat 
stabilization  program. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  analysis 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 
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Wheat  Stabilization  Program 
what  it  is? 

A  program,  developed  to  stabilize  wheat 
marketing,  thereby  stabilizing  the  income  of 
wheat  producers  and  reducing  Government 
stocks  of  wheat. 

WHO  DEVELOPED  IT? 

The  National  Association  of  Wheat  Grow¬ 
ers,  recognizing  the  precarious  position  of 
the.  wheat  industry,  the  drain  on  the  Federal 
Treasury,  and  the  continuing  accumulation 
of  wheat  and  feed  grains  in  Government 
stocks  under  the  present  program  is  present¬ 
ing  this  plan  for  consideration  of  Congress. 
'what  rr  will  do  for  the  wheat  producer 

1.  Stabilize  producers’  income  at  reason¬ 
able  levels. 

2.  Allow  freedom  to  plant  and  harvest 
crops  best  adapted  without  Government 
interference. 

3.  Permit  producers  to  carry  reserve  for 
short  crop  years. 

4.  Prevent  wheat  prices  from  reaching 
disastrously  low  levels. 

6.  Enable  wheat  producers  to  market  best 
quality  wheat  in  domestic  food  ancl  export 
market,  and  lower  grades  in  feed  market. 

WHAT  IT  WILL  DO  FOR  THE  FEED-GRAIN  PRODUCER 

1.  Prevent -shifting  of  diverted  wheat  acre¬ 
age  to  feed  grains. 

2.  Materially  reduce  feed-grain  production 
on  wheat  farms. 

3.  Make  a  substantial  contribution  to  the 
balancing  of  feed-grain  supplies  with  de¬ 
mand. 

4.  Aid  in  an  orderly  reduction  of  present 
surplus  feed-grain  stocks. 

WHAT  IT  WILL  DO  FOR  THE  AMERICAN  PUBLIC 

1.  Materially  reduce  cost  of  wheat  pro¬ 
gram  to  the  taxpayer. 

2.  Stop  build-up  of  Government  holdings 
and  start  orderly  reduction. 

3.  Insure  adequate  supply  of  high  quality 
wheat  for  domestic  food  and  export  at 
reasonable  prices. 

4.  Contribute  to  orderly  marketing  of 
highest  quality  wheat  through  regular  com¬ 
mercial  channels. 

5.  Insure  continued  ability  of  wheat  pro¬ 
ducers  to  buy  the  products  of  industry  and 
labor. 

6.  Stabilize  incomes  of  small  businesses  in 
rural  communities. 

HOW  THE  PROGRAM  WORKS 

This  is  a  marketing  control,  rather  than 
production  control  program,  which: 

1.  Eliminates  acreage  controls. 

2.  Limits  wheat  marketed  in  commercial 
channels  for  domestic  food  and  export  by 
establishing  a  national  marketing  quota. 

3.  Establishes  the  national  marketing 
quota  at  less  than  the  domestic  food  and 
export  requirements  by  75  million  bushels, 
which  would  be  removed  annually  from  CCC 
stocks. 

4.  Provides  a  support  price  to  all  pro¬ 
ducers  at  65  percent  of  parity,  only  on  the 
amount  of  the  marketing  quota. 

5.  Provides  for  the  use  of  income  stabiliza¬ 
tion  certificates  valued  at  35  percent  of  par¬ 
ity,  for  the  domestic  food  portion  of  the 
crop  to  be  issued  to  cooperating  producers. 

6.  Requires  placing  at  least  20  percent  of 
wheat  base  acreage  in  the  conservation  re¬ 
serve  of  the  soil  bank  to  be  eligible  for  in¬ 
come  stabilization  certificates. 

7.  Allows  producers  freedom  of  choice  to 
plant  and  harvest  best  adapted  crops  with¬ 
out  Government  restrictions. 

SAVINGS  IN  COST 

It  is  estimated  that  under  the  present 
program  200  million  bushels  will  be  added  to 
CCC  stocks  annually.  The  wheat  stabiliza¬ 
tion  program  stops  the  build-up  of  CCC 
stocks  and  provides  for  the  reduction  of  CCC 


stocks  by  75  million  bushels  annually,  re¬ 
duction  in  export  subsidies  of  an  estimated 
20  'cents  per  bushel,  and  savings  in  storage 
costs  on  the  defense  stockpile  of  approxi¬ 


mately  6  cents  per  bushel.  These  features 
will  result  in  a  reduction  in  Government 
costs  of  $178  million  and  a  net  decrease  in 
CCC  stocks  of  $610  million  annually. 


Present 

program 

Wheat 

stabilization 

program 

Price  support  operations: 

Amount  taken  over  by  CCC  (annual  iucrcase) _ _ bushels.- 

200,  Q00, 000 
$2 

$400,  000, 000 
$10,000,000 
$34,  000, 000 

0) 

Estimated  acquisition  cost  per  bushel _  _ 

Total  annual  investment  . . -  _ 

Interest  on  investment,  at  2.5  percent _ _ _ 

Storage  charges,  at  0.17  cents _ _ _ _ _ 

Reduction  of  CCC  stocks: 

Annual  reduction. ..  .  _  ...  _ _ bushels.. 

75, 000, 000 
$2. 80 

$210, 000, 000 
$5, 250, 000 
$12, 750, 000 

$1.70 
$1. 40 
430,  000, 000 
$129,  000,  000 

Present  inventory  value '(acquisition  costs  and  storage  charge) _ 

(?) 

Reduction  in  present  investment _ t _  _ 

Saving  in  interest  annually _ _ 

Saving  in  storage  cost  annually _ 

Export  subsidy  costs: 

Estimated  domestic  price  (terminal) _ - _ 

$1.90 
$1.40 
430,  000, 000 
-  $215, 000, 000 

-Estimated  world  price  (terminal) ..1 _ 

Export.. . . . . . bushels— 

Estimated  total  subsidy _ 

Total,  items  1,  2,  and  3: 

Total  difference  in  CCC  inventory..'. _ 

$610,  000,  000 
148,  000, 000 

Total  cash  savings _ _ _ _ 

V 

Total  net  difference  in  CCC  inventory  and  cash  savings _ 

758,  000, 000 

Reduced  storage  costs  on  defense  stockpile  (recommended  5-year  contracts  on 
competitive  bid  basis) : 

Storage  rate  per  bushel _ _ cents.. 

17 

$85, 000, 000 

11 

$55,  000,  000 
$30,  000,  000 

$758,  000, 000 
$30,  000,  000 

Cash  savings  in  storage  costs _ _ _ _ _ 

Total,  items  1,  2,  3,  and  4: 

Total  net  difference  in  CCC  inventory  and  cash  savings  (items  1,  2, 

$788,  000, 000 

1  Net  reduction,  75,000,000  per  year. 

3  CCC  stocks  increased  200,000,000  bushels  annually. 

Note.— The  losses  incurred  in  disposing  of  200,000,000  bushels  annually  would  average  an  estimated  $250,000,000. 


REDUCTION  IN  FEED  GRAIN  SUPPLIES 

Under  normal  conditions  this  program  will 
reduce  feed  grain  production  an  estimated 
12.7  million  tons  annually.  Such  a  reduction 
would  not  only  prevent  the  continued  buildup 
of  feed  grain  surpluses,  but  would  siart  an 
orderly  substantial  reduction  in  the  annual 
carryover  of  feed  grain  stocks. 

The  reduction  in  feed  grain  production 
would  result  from: 

1.  Increased  participation  in  the  conser¬ 
vation  reserve  of  the  soil  bank  by  wheat- 
growers. 

2.  Lower  feed  grain  production  per  acre 
by  shifting  acreage  of  feed  grains  to  wheat 
for  feed. 

Corn  and  feed  grain  producers  have  ex¬ 
pressed  the  fear  that  under  the  wheat  sta¬ 
bilization  program  substantial  increases 
would  occur  in  wheat  produced  for  feed. 
This  example  is  based  on  the  assumption  that 
wheat  producers  take  full  advantage  of  the 
provisions  of  the  program  to  increase  wheat 
production  for  feed  purposes. 

Millions 


I.  Increased  participation  in  conserva¬ 
tion  reserve: 

(a)  Estimated  acreage,  conservation 

reserve  from  wheat  farms,  acres _ _  13.7 

(b)  Estimated  1958  acreage  in  con¬ 

servation  reserve  on  wheat 
farms,  acres. _ _  1.3 

(c)  Estimated  increase  in  conserva¬ 
tion  reserve  on  wheat  farms,  acres--  12.  4 

(d)  Reduction  in  feed  grain  at  0.8 

ton  per  acre,  tons _ : - - -  9.9 


II.  Shift  from  feed  grains  to  wheat  for 
feed : 

(a)  Estimated  maximum  wheat  acre¬ 
age  under  wheat  stabilization  pro¬ 


grams,  acres _ 70.  5 

(b)  1958  wheat  acreage,  acres _ 56.4 

(c)  Acreage  shifted  to  wheat  from 

feed  grains,  acres _ 14. 1 


Millions 

(d)  Reduced  feed  grain  production 
at  0.2  tons  per  acre  (average  feed 
grain  yield  0.8  ton  per  acre,  average 
wheat  yield  0.6  ton  per 
aeres)  t  tons _  2.  8 

III.  Total  reduction  in  feed  sup¬ 
plies,  tons _  12.  7 

IV.  Normal  annual  increase  per  year 

in  feed  grain  stocks  under  present 
programs,  tons _ 6.  8 

V.  Normal  annual  reduction  in  feed 

grain  stocks,  under  wheat  stabili¬ 
zation  program,  tons _  5.  9 

It  should  be  pointed  out  that  if  wheat 
producers  now  producing  feed  grain  on  ex¬ 
cess  acres,  did  not  shift  to  the  production 
of  wheat  for  feed,  there  would  be  no  change 
in  feed  grain  production  from  the  present 
program. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
also  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
printed  in  the  Record  an  article  entitled 
“A  Workable  Wheat  Plan,”  written  by 
Clancy  Jean,  and  published  in  the  Farm 
Management  magazine. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

The  Growers’  Own  Program:  A  Workable 
Wheat  Plan 

(By  Clancy  Jean,  executive  vice  president, 
Oregon  Wheat  Growers  League) 

The  word  "wheat”  used  to  have  an  ad¬ 
mirable  meaning — “the  staff  of  life.”  Today 
that  same  word  has  quite  a  different  mean¬ 
ing.  The  mere  mention  of  it  is  a  reminder 
of  what  some  people  call  a  national  scan¬ 
dal — the  current  wheat  program  that  spends 
billions  of  taxpayers’  dollars  and  encourages 
increasingly  vast  surpluses. 

No  one  realizes  this  better  than  the  wheat- 
growers  themselves.  And  no  one  has 
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launched  a  more  constructive  effort  to  cor¬ 
rect  this  than  have  those  same  wheat- 
growers  with  a  new  bill  they  recently  put 
before  Congress. 

Traditionally,  organized  wheatgrowers 
have  advocated  the  domestic  parity  plan 
for  wheat.  Last  December  when  the  Na¬ 
tional  Association  of  Wheat  Growers  met  in 
Denver,  growers  developed  and  approved 
what  they  call  a  stabilization  plan  for  wheat. 
It  is  a  modification  of  the  domestic  parity 
plan  and  contains  several  features  that 
should  be  given  serious  consideration  as  a 
new  approach  to  the  wheat  problem. 

BEFORE  CONGRESS 

The  growers’  proposal  is  now  before  Con¬ 
gress;  in  late  February,  Senator  Frank  Carl¬ 
son,  Republican,  of  Kansas,  introduced  the 
plan  as  Senate  bill  1140,  Senator  Carlson 
told  the  Senate  that  this  bill  offers  some 
changes  "*  *  *  not  simply  changes  in  a  new 
1959  model  of  the  old  bill.  They  are  changes 
in  engineering,  which  result  in  a  wheat  price 
stabilization  plan  that  deals  effectively  with 
the  current  excessive  accumulations  of  wheat 
and  feed  grains.”  Joining  with  Senator 
Carlson  in  cosponsoring  the  wheatgrowers’ 
plan  are  Senators  Morse  and  Netjberger,  Ore¬ 
gon;  Magnuson  and  Jackson,  Washington; 
Curtis,  Nebraska;  and  Case,  South  Dakota. 
Simultaneously,  a  number  of  identical  bills 
were  introduced  in  the  House  by  western 
Congressmen. 

In  developing  their  plan,  the  wheatgrow¬ 
ers  have  kept  four  basic  concepts  in  mind: 

basic  concepts 

1.  Wheatgrowers’  net  income  must  be 
maintained  if  they  are  to  reduce  production 
below  the  current  level. 

2.  The  buildup  of  CCC  stocks  must  be 
stopped  and  gradually  reduced  to  a  normal 
level. 

3.  Further  reduction  in  acreage  of  wheat 
must  not  be  shifted  to  other  crops. 

4.  Increased  yields  per  acre  must  not  be 
reflected  in  increased  Government  holdings 
of  wheat. 

What  is  needed,  the  growers  say,  is  to  stop 
the  buildup  of  Commodity  Credit’s  stocks 
and  even  reduce  them  while  also  reducing 
production  through  a  program  that  takes 
increased  yields  into  consideration  and  pre¬ 
vents  diverted  wheat  acres  from  creating 
problems  with  other  crops,  do  these  things 
and  maintain  growers’  income. 

To  accomplish  this,  the  wheat  producers 
are  proposing  a  production  and  income  sta¬ 
bilization  plan. 

bushel  allotments  advocated 

Eliminate  acreage  allotments  and  checking 
of  compliance  along  with  current  marketing 
quotas— and  substitute  for  these  a  market¬ 
ing  allotment  expressed  in  bushels.  They 
want  marketing  allotments  based  on  the 
wheat  base  acreage  for  average  of  the  1952- 
53  planted  acreage.  Each  farm  would  re¬ 
ceive  a  bushel  allotment.  This  would  be 
arrived  at  by  multiplying  the  base  acreage  by 
the  normal  yield  per  acre,  factored  to  the 
county  allotment.  Normal  yields,  they  say, 
should  be  based  on  the  period  that  provides 
the  most  equitable  relationship  between 
counties  and  States. 

NATIONAL  ALLOTMENT  IN  BUSHELS 

For  example,  it  would  work  out  this  way 


for  1958  (millions  of  bushels) : 

1.  Estimated  amount  used  'for  food  in 

the  United  States _  485 

2.  Estimated  amount  of  U.S.  exports.  _  +430 


Estimated  demand _  915 

3.  Less  amount  of  wheat  to  be  moved 

out  of  CCC  stocks  each  year _  —75 


National  marketing  allotment _  840 


The  plan  calls  for  price  supports  at  65 
percent  of  parity  for  the  national  marketing 
allotments.  This  allotment,  as  shown,  would 
be  spelled  out  for  each  farm  in  bushels  and 
there  would  be  a  price  support  on  this 
amount  of  about  $1.53  per  bushel.  Market¬ 
ing  cards,  similar  to  those  now  used,  would 
be  issued  to  each  grower  for  his  bushel  allot¬ 
ment.  In  addition,  certificates  would  be  is¬ 
sued  on  each  grower’s  share  of  the  485  mil¬ 
lion  bushels  used  for  food  in  the  United 
States. 

CERTIFICATES 

These  certificates  would  be  redeemable  in 
an  amount  equal  to  35  percent  of  parity  on 
that  portion  of  his  production.  Using  1958 
as  an  example,  food  uses  of  wheat  are  equal 
to  about  60  percent  of  the  national  market¬ 
ing  allotment  suggested  by  the  growers.  Cer¬ 
tificates  would  be  sold  to  processors.  This 
provision  is  taken  from  the  domestic  parity 
plan,  long  advocated  by  wheat  growers. 
This  would  relieve  the  taxpayers  of  a  major 
part  of  the  costs  of  the  stabilization  plan. 
Wheat  growers  have  long  held  that  they  are 
entitled  to  full  parity  for  at  least  that  portion 
of  their  crop  that  is  used  for  food  consump¬ 
tion  in  the  United  States.  There  is  little  re¬ 
lationship  between  the  price  of  wheat  and 
the  price  of  bread.  In  the  past  6  years,  wheat 
prices  have  dropped  35  cents  per  bushel  while 
the  price  of  a  1 -pound  loaf  of  bread  in¬ 
creased  3.2  cents. 

CONSERVATION  RESERVE 

But,  in  order  to  be  eligible  to  receive  these 
certificates,  the  grower  would  have  to  put  at 
least  20  percent  of  his  wheat  base  in  the  Con¬ 
servation  Reserve.  This  would  increase  the 
Conservation  Reserve  by  12-14  million  acres 
of  Wheatland  that  now  produce  from  5-8  mil¬ 
lion  tons  of  wheat  or  feed  grain  yearly. 

While  the  stabilization  plan  would  control 
the  amounts  of  wheat  to  be  marketed  for 
domestic  food  uses  and  exports  through  its 
bushelage  allotment  and  certificate  features, 
there  are  no  restrictions  on  the  production 
of  nonquota  wheat.  Neither  is  there  any 
price  support  for  this  wheat.  Anything  in 
excess  of  the  bushel  allotment  quota  pro¬ 
duced  would  have  to  be  either  fed  on  farms 
where  produced,  sold  to  other  farmers  or 
sold  to  bonded  feed  processors. 

This  feed  wheat  provision  would  enable 
many  wheatgrowers  to  return  to  producing 
their  best  crop.  Under  the  present  program, 
commercial  wheatgrowers  have  been  forced 
to  produce  feed  grains  as  an  alternative  crop. 
This  has  caused  serious  production  and  eco¬ 
nomic  problems  for  the  wheatman  and  it 
has  contributed  to  the  feed  grain  producer’s 
problem.  In  the  west  coast  area,  this  would 
mean  less  barley  produced  on  wheat  farms; 
in  o,ther  areas,  growers  would  turn  to  wheat 
in  place  of  sorghum.  A  supply  of  feed  wheat 
on  the  west  coast,  for  example,  would  con¬ 
tribute  to  a  more  balanced  supply  of  local 
feed  grains. 

SAVINGS  TO  TAXPAYERS 

Compared  with  present  and  projected 
costs  of  the  current  wheat  program,  grow- 
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ers’  stabilization  plan  would  save  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Treasury  an  estimated  $788  million 
annually.  This  is  to  be  accomplished 
through:  (a)  Lowering  cost  of  price  sup¬ 
port  operations;  (b)  reducing  CCC  stocks; 
(c)  lowering  export  subsidies;  (d)  placing 
CCC  stocks  on  5-year  storage  contracts. 

Presently  about  200  million  bushels  are 
added  to  CCC  stocks  annually.  The  stabili¬ 
zation  plan  stops  the  buildup  of  CCC  stocks 
and  actually  provides  for  a  75  million 
bushel  removal  each  year  for  export.  It  is 
expected  that  export  subsidies  will  be  re¬ 
duced  about  20  cents  per  bushel.  The  grow¬ 
ers’  plan  calls  for  setting  aside  500  million 
bushels  of  present  CCC  stocks  as  a  defense 
stockpile.  By  letting  Government  storage 
contracts  out  for  competitive  bids  on  a  5- 
year  basis,  there  would  be  an  estimated 
saving  of  6  cents  per  bushel.  As  the  accom¬ 
panying  table  shows,  these  features  would 
result  in  an  annual  cash  saving  of  $178 
million  and  achieve  a  net  decrease  in  CCC 
stocks  of  $610  million  annually. 

INCOME  SOURCES 

To  the  grower,  the  proposed  program  of¬ 
fers  income  from  four  sources: 

(1)  He  would  receive  at  least  65  percent 
of  parity  (about  $1.53  at  present)  on  his 
bushel  allotment.  The  bushel  allotment 
would  provide  that  only  840  million  bushels 
could  be  marketed  in  this  manner  national¬ 
ly.  By  controlling  amount  moving  into  the 
markets,  there  is  reason  to  believe  that  pro¬ 
ducers  of  high  quality  and  specialty  mill¬ 
ing  wheats  who  market  effectively  would 
receive  more  than  this  price  for  their  wheat. 

(2)  About  60  percent  of  a  grower’s  bushel 
allotment  would  be  covered  by  certificates 
which,  when  redeemed,  would  return  him 
an  amount  equal  to  35  percent  of  parity. 
Thus,  on  this  amount  of  his  wheat,  he 
would  receive  100  percent  of  parity. 

(3)  As  a  prerequisite  to  receiving  a  bushel 
allotment,  the  grower  would  be  required  to 
put  at  least  20  percent  of  his  base  acreage 
into  the  conservation  reserve,  for  which  he 
would  receive  the  customary  payments. 

(4)  Should  his  production  exceed  his 
bushel  allotment,  he  could  only  market 
this  wheat  through  livestock  on  his  own 
farm,  by  selling  to  other  farmers  or  by  sell¬ 
ing  this  wheat  to  bonded  feed  dealers — at 
open  market  prices. 

The  national  bushel  allotment  of  840  mil¬ 
lion  bushels  appears  to  be  quite  realistic, 
particularly  when  compared  with  the  1958 
wheat  crop  of  1.49  billion  bushels.  This 
plan  would  stop  the  buildup  of  present 
stocks  and  even  reduce  them.  It  provides 
for  substantial  savings  in  storing  present 
Government  stocks.  It  embodies  many  of 
the  advantages  of  multiple  pricing.  Wheat- 
growers  believe  it  approaches  the  problem 
realistically. 

Senator  Carlson  said  in  introducing  the 
bill;  “This  is  a  marketing  control,  not  a 
production  control  program.” 


Present 

program 

Wheat 

stabilization 

program 

1.  Price  support  operations: 

Amount  taken  over  by  CCC  (annual  increase) . . . bushels.. 

Estimated  acquisition  cost  per  bushel. .  . . _ . . . . 

200, 000, 000 
$2 

$400, 000, 000 
$10,000,000 
$34,  000, 000 

(‘) 

Total  annual  investment  _ _ 

V 

Interest  on  investment,  at  2  5  percent. 

Storage  charges,  at  0.17  cents..’. _ _ _ 

2,  Reduction  of  CCC  stocks: 

Annual  reduction . . . . . . bushels. . 

75, 000, 000 
$2.  80 

$210, 000,  000 
$5,  250,  000 
$12,  750,  000 

Present  inventory  value  (acquisition  costs  and  storage  charge) _ 

Reduction  in  present  investment .  . . . — 

(') 

Saving  in  interest  annually _ _ 

Saving  in  storage  cost  annually... _ 

1  Net  reduction,  75,000,000  per  year. 

3  CCC  stocks  increased  ‘100,000,000  bushels  annually. 
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Present 

program 

Wheat 

stabilization 

program 

3.  Export  subsidy  costs: 

$1.90 
$1.40 
430,  000. 000 
$215,  000,  000 

$1.70 
$1.40 
430, 000, 000 
$129,  000,  000 

610,  000,  000 
148,  000,  000 

Export . T... . . . . ..bushels.. 

Total,  items  1,  2,  and  3:  * 

Tntn.1  net  difference,  in  OCC  invent  or  v  and  cash  savings . . 

758,  000,  000 

4.  Reduced  storage  costs  on  defense  stockpile  (recommended  S^year  contracts  on 
competitive  bid  basis) : 

Storage  rate  per  bushel - cents.. 

17 

$85.  000,  000 

f  11 

$55,  000,  000 
30,  000,  000 

758, 000,  000 
30,  000,  000 

Total,  items  1,  2,  3,  and  4: 

Total  net  difference  in  CCC  inventory  and  cash  savings  (items  1,  2, 

788, 000, 000 

Note— The  losses  incurred  in  disposing  pf  200,000,(100  bushels  annually  would  average  an  estimated  $250,000,000. 


Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
also  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
printed  in  the  Record  at  this  point  a 
letter  I  received  from  J.  T.  Ledgerwood, 
of  Pomeroy,  Wash.,  who,  I  think,  has  set 
forth  this  whole  problem  in  the  most 
succinct  and  intelligent  manner  I  have 
seen  stated  on  paper  for  a  long  time. 
Mr.  Ledgerwood  is  a  wheat  farmer.  He 
farms  800  acres  of  wheat.  He  has  been 
giving  this  matter  a  great  deal  of  study 
for  a  long  time,  and  he  has  come  to  the 
conclusion  that  the  wheat  stabilization 
plan  is  the  only  answer. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Pomeroy,  Wash.,  May  17,  1959. 
Senator  Warren  G.  Magnuson, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Warren:  According  to  the  papers 
Congress  is  trying  to  do  something  about  the 
wheat  surplus.  You  fellows  are  bogged  down 
in  wheat,  and  so  are  the  wheat  farmers. 
This  letter  is  not  offering  a  foolproof  plan  to 
control  the  surplus,  but  only  to  give  some 
reasons  why  the  present  plan  has  not 
worked.  If  Congress  knows  the  weakness  of 
the  present  plan  it  may  help  them  in  work¬ 
ing  out  something  better. 

You  may  remember  me  from  our  days  in 
the  Legislature  back  in  the  1930’s.  I  am  a 
wheat  farmer  in  Garfield  County.  I  own 
and  operate  something  more  than  800  acres 
of  wheat  landv  I  was  bom  here  and  have 
lived  here  all  my  life,  so  I  think  I  know 
something  about  the  farm  problem  so  far  as 
it  applies  to  this  area.  In  particular  I  want 
to  express  myself  concerning  the  wheat 
surplus. 

I  was  a  member  of  the  county  committee 
which  set  up  the  original  wheat  allotment 
plan  here  several  years  ago.  We  were  told 
then  that,  since  the  country  was  producing 
more  wheat  than  it  could  use  and  sell,  it 
was  necessary  for  us  to  reduce  production. 
We  started  off  the  first  year  by  reducing 
wheat  acreage  by  15  percent.  Since  then 
the  percentage  of  reduction  of  acreage  has 
varied,  mostly  upward,  until  now  it  is  about 
34  percent,  but  the  wheat  crop  increased 
steadily.  There  are  several  reasons  for  the 
increase : 

1.  With  reduced  acreage  the  farmers, 
being  human,  wanted  to  grow  as  much  as 
possible  on  the  limited  acreage,  so,  with  the 
very  capable  assistance  of  the  State  college, 
they  found  new  varieties  of  wheat  which 
were  more  smut -resistant,  winter  hardy, 
shatterproof  and  all  around  more  productive. 


2.  For  the  first  time  the  farmers  of  this 

county  began  to  use  commercial  fertilizers. 
Fertilizer  business  has  grown  to  enormous 
size  and  must  amount  to  millions  in  eastern 
Washington.  * — 

3.  Mechanized  farming  has  displaced  the 
horses,  hence  no  more  feeding  of  wheat  hay 
to  horses  as  was  the  practice  from  pioneer 
times. 

4.  The  use  of  faster  modern  machinery  has 
enabled  the  farmers,  especially  in  the  lighter 
soils,  to  conserve  moisture  that  was  for¬ 
merly  dissipated  by  sun  and  wind  and  has 
thereby  added  greatly  to  the  wheat  yields. 

5.  Weeds  in  wheat  are  no  longer  the  prob¬ 
lem  they  used  to  be.  Chemical  sprays  have 
practically  eliminated  them.  This;  alone, 
has  added  much  to  wheat  production. 

When  the  allotment  laws  went  into  effect 
the  county  of  Garfield  held  the  highest  aver¬ 
age  per  acre  wheat  production  in  the  State; 
about  27  bushels  per  acre.  In  1958  it  was 
45.6.  The  State  college  is  presently,  work¬ 
ing  on  ;a  new  wheat,  which  they  expect  will 
produce  as  much  as  100  bushels  per  acre. 

At  the  beginning  of  the  wheat  program 
some  of  us  asked  “Why  not  limit  the  amount 
of  wheat  each  farmer  is  allowed  to  sell,  based 
on  his  production  history  (which  was  al¬ 
ready  in  the  hands  of  the  county  commit¬ 
tees)  ,  instead  of  limiting  only  the  acreage  he 
was  allowed  to  seed?’’  t 

Since  that  time  we  have  asked  the  same 
question  repeatedly,  pointing  to  the  fact 
that  our  elevators  are  filled  with  bushels,  and 
not  with  acres,  and  that  limiting  the  acreage 
was,  at  best,  a  left-handed  attempt  to  do  the 
obvious  thing,  which  was  to  reduce  pro¬ 
duction. 

The  Department  of  Agriculture,  having 
started  off  on  the  wrong  foot,  was  not  about 
to  admit  it’s  mistake;  but  the  immense 
stocks  of  wheat  which  have  accumulated 
prove  how  wrong  they  were.  Something 
will  have  to  be  done  or  the  so-called  “Wheat 
surplus”  reduction  plan  will  soon  fall  under 
the  weight  of  accumulating  surpluses. 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  apparently 
fails  to  see  that  further  reductions  in  acreage 
will  call  for  increased  efforts  to  grow  more 
wheat  per  acre,  hence  more  fertilizers,,  more 
search  for  high-yielding  wheat  and  increased 
efforts  to  a!ttain  the  100  bushels  per  acre. 

The  persistent  effort  to  carry  on  with  the 
acreage  reduction  plan  requires  the  county 
committees  to  measure  the  land  constantly 
to  make  sure  the  farmer  has  the  correct 
number  of  allotted  acres  and  diverted  acres. 
This  costs  money  and  doesn’t  prove  any¬ 
thing  except  that  the  farmer  is  producing 
his  surplus  wheat  on  the  acreage  prescribed 
by  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 


The  only  way  to  reduce  surplus  wheat  is 
to  reduce  the  bushels  produced.  The  com¬ 
mittees  have,  or  should  have,  the  figures  on 
each  farmer’s  production.  Why  not  give 
him  a  quota  of  bushels.  If  he  produces  more 
than  his  quota,  let  him  keep  it,  not  sell  it. 
The  quotas  could  be  set  at  a  figure  that 
would  reduce  the  surplus  and  maintain  it 
at  a  reasonable  'level.  Why  insist  on  trying 
to  do  it  the  hard  way?  Especially  when  the 
hard  way  has  proved  to  be  such  a  dismal 
failure. 

Yours  very  truly, 

J.  T.  Ledgerwood. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  {  Mr.  President,  I 
am  sure  the  Senator  from  Kansas  will 
permit  me  to  place  in  the  Record  a  state¬ 
ment  by  the  Senator  from  Kansas  which 
appears  starting  on  page  61  of  the  hear¬ 
ings  on  S.  1140,  setting  forth  the  basis  for 
the  amendment.  I  think  the  statement 
makes  good  reading  with  respect  to 
the  wheat  problem.  I  wish  it  would  be 
read  by  those  at  the  other  end  of  Penn¬ 
sylvania  Avenue. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent,  with  the  per¬ 
mission  of  the  Senator  from  Kansas,  to 
have  the  statement  printed  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

A  Fair  and  Equitable  Solution  to  the 
Wheat  Problem 

Mr.  President,  I  have  today  introduced 
S.  1140,  a  bill  which  provides  a  fair  and 
equitable  solution  to  the  wheat  problem 
confronting  our  farmers  and  our  Govern¬ 
ment. 

This  bill,  authorizing  a  comprehensive 
wheat  stabilization  program,  is  similar  in 
many  respects  to  S.  774  which  I  introduced 
for  myself  and  on  behalf  of  Mr.  Neuberger, 
Mr.  Morse,  Mr.  Case  of  South  Dakota,  Mr. 
Chavez,  Mr.  Barrett,  Mr.  Magnuson,  Mr. 
Jackson,  Mr.  Young,  Mr.  Curtis,  Mr.  Hum¬ 
phrey,  and  Mr.  Langer  in  the  first  session 
of  the  85th  Congress.  It  is  more  compre¬ 
hensive  than  my  earlier  bill,  however,  and 
is  substantially  improved  in  two  important 
respects.  In  addition  to  maintaining  prices 
and  incomes  for  wheat  producers  at  fair 
levels,  S.  1140  provides  a  definite  program 
for  reducing  excessive  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  stocks  of  wheat  and  definite 
proposals  for  holding  down  wheatgrowers’ 
feed  grain  production.  These  are  not  sim¬ 
ple  style  changes  in  a  new  1959  model  of 
the  old  bill.  These  are  basic  changes  in 
engineering  which  result  in  a  wheat  price 
stabilization  plan  that  deals  effectively  with 
the  current  excessive  accumulations  of 
wheat  and  feed  grains. 

Mr.  President,  wheatgrowers  in  1958  pro¬ 
duced  the  largest  crop  on  record.  They  pro¬ 
duced  almost  1.5  billion  bushels  on  fewer 
than  54  million  acres.  Only  6  years  ago,  in 
1952  and  1953,  they  harvested  69  million 
acres  to  obtain  1.2  billion  bushels.  This  is 
a  production  record  of  which  to  be  proud. 

A  part  of  the  credit  for  this  production 
record  should  go  to  the  occurrence  of  favor¬ 
able  weather.  But  much  credit  must  go  to 
the  wheat  producers  for  their  rapid  adop¬ 
tion  of  technological  advances  and  improved 
land  management  programs  in  recent  years. 

Twenty  yearst  ago  wheat  yields  averaged 
only  13  bushels  per  planted  acre.  In  the 
1940’s  yields  had  increased  to  nearly  16 
bushels  per  planted  acre  and  in  the  early 
1950’s  the  average  had  moved  up  to  18 
bushels.  In  1956  and  1957  average  yields 
were  still  higher,  almost  20  bushels  per 
planted  acre.  Then  in  1958,  with  the 
weatherman  cooperating,  wheatgrowers  out¬ 
did  themselves  and  produced  almost  26 
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bushels  per  planted  acre  or  27.3  bushels  per 
acre  harvested. 

This  Is  a  production  record  achieved  by 
few  groups  in  America.  The  wheat  pro¬ 
ducers  of  America  are  entitled  to  high  honors 
for  this  amazing  performance.  They  surely 
are  entitled  to  a  price  support  program  that 
assures  them  a  fair  reward  for  outstanding 
services  rendered.  S.  1140  which  I  have  in¬ 
troduced  does  just  this. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  fully  aware  that  the 
production  records  I  have  just  cited,  in  com¬ 
bination  with  the  outmoded  price  supports 
now  in  effect,  have  created  serious  surpluses 
and  caused  program  costs  to  skyrocket.  But 
the  record  should  be  clear  on  this  point. 
Wheat  producers  for  several  years  have  rec¬ 
ommended  giving  up  the  present  outmoded 
program  for  wheat.  For  at  least  5  years 
they  have  been  urging  the  adoption  of  do¬ 
mestic  parity  proposals  as  a  replacement  for 
the  program  which  has  piled  up  surpluses 
and  inflated  Government  costs. 

And  in  all  seriousness,  I  want  to  say  that 
in  my  judgment  there  would  be  no  wheat 
crisis  today  if  we  had  had  the  wisdom  to 
adopt  a  domestic  parity  program  for  wheat 
several  years  ago. 

NINETEEN  HUNDRED  AND  FIFTY-NINE  WHEAT 
STABILISATION  PLAN  EXPLAINED 

As  I  said  earlier,  S.  1140  which  I  have  just 
introduced  is  an  improved  and  more  compre¬ 
hensive  version  of  earlier  domestic  parity 
plans  for  wheat  which  twice  passed  the  House 
and  once  passed  the  Senate. 

Those  of  us  interested  in  the  welfare  of 
the  wheatgrowers  approached  the  drafting 
of  a  new  bill  to  deal  with  the  1959-60  wheat 
situation,  with  the  following  four  basic  con¬ 
siderations  in  mind: 

(1)  The  new  high  levels  of  productivity 
must  not  be  allowed  to  bankrupt  the  wheat- 
producing  industry.  This  is  a  real  threat 
in  the  absence  of  an  effective  program  to 
stabilize  prices  and  production. 

(2)  The  buildup  of  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  wheat  stocks  must  be  stopped  and 
they  must  gradually  be  reduced  to  a  normal 
level. 

(3)  A  further  reduction  in  the  acreage  of 
wheat  must  not  result  in  additional  acres 
shifted  to  other  crops. 

(4)  Increased  yields  per  acre  must  not  be 
be  reflected  in  increased  Government  hold¬ 
ings  of  wheat. 

These  basic  considerations  guided  the 
drafting  of  S.  1140: 

If  (1)  sets  up  an  annual  national  market¬ 
ing  quota  of  wheat  equal  to  estimated  do¬ 
mestic  consumption  plus  exports  minus  75 
million  bushels  which  are  to  be  withdrawn 
from  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  stocks. 

(2)  Provide  for  loans  on  wheat  within 
this  marketing  quota  at  65  percent  of  parity, 
which  at  current  parity  prices  would  be  $1.53 
per  bushel. 

(3)  Provide  for  income  stabilization  cer¬ 
tificates  for  each  producer  equal  to  each 
farm’s  percentage  share  of  the  domestic  food 
market  (in  bushels)  which  would  be  redeem¬ 
able  in  an  amount  equal  to  35  percent  of 
parity,  the  difference  between  the  loan  level 
on  national  quota  wheat  and  parity  price. 
However,  each  producer,  to  qualify  for  in¬ 
come  stabilization  certificates,  must  place  an 
acreage  equal  to  20  percent  but  not  more 
than  30  percent  of  his  wheat  acreage  base 
in  the  conservation  reserve. 

(4)  Requires  that  the  certificates  be  pur¬ 
chased  by  processors  to  accompany  wheat 
milled  for  domestic  use  at  a  price  equal  to 
their  face  value  (35  percent  of  the  parity 
price  of  wheat) . 

(5)  Authorizes  a  defense  stockpile  of  at 

least  500  million  bushels  of  wheat  to  be 
stored  under  5-year  storage  contracts  (at 
substantial  savings  as  compared  with  cur¬ 
rent  rates) .  * 
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(6)  Removes  restrictions  on  production 
and  use  of  nonquota  wheat,  except  for 
domestic  food  and  for  export. 

These,  gentlemen,  are  the  major  provisions 
of  S.  1140.  While  it  is  a  fairly  long  bill,  in 
many  ways  it  is  a  simple  bill. 

It  provides  a  fair  return  to  wheat  pro¬ 
ducers. 

It  gives  producers  fuller  control  of  their 
farming  business. 

It  enables  producers  to  market  only  yieir 
best  quality  wheat  for  domestic  use  and 
for  export. 

It  provides  adequate  current  supplies  of 
wheat  for  domestic  use  and  for  export  at 
stable  prices. 

It  facilitates  orderly  marketing  of  the  high¬ 
est  quality  wheat  through  regular  commer¬ 
cial  channels. 

It  provides  an  adequate  defense  stockpile 
of  wheat. 

It  provides  for  an  orderly  reduction  of  cur¬ 
rent  surplus  wheat  stocks  at  the  rate  of  75 
million  bushels  a  year. 

It  reduces  the  estimated  annual  Govern¬ 
ment  cost  of  wheat  price  supports  by  $400 
million  or  more  a  year. 

It  reduces  total  Government  outlays  in¬ 
cluding  investment  in  inventories  by  $500 
million  or  more  a  year. 

It  provides  for  an  increase  in  the  conser¬ 
vation  reserve  of  12  to  14  million  acres  of 
Wheatland  which  otherwise  each  year  would 
add  5  to  8  million  tons  of  wheat  or  feed 
grains  to  current  excessive  feed  supplies. 

Finally,  it  protects  and  stabilizes  foreign 
trade  in  vtheat,  including  the  interests  of 
Canada  and  other  wheat  exporting  nations 
through  its  marketing  quota  provisions. 

Mr.  President,  S.  1140  is  not  a  perfect  bill. 
When  it  is  studied  in  detail  by  the  members 
of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  For¬ 
estry — and  I  hope  it  will  be  so  studied  in 
the  very  near  future — it  may  be  possible  to 
make  improvements  in  the  wordings  of  some 
sections.  I  do  not  want  the  record  to  show, 
however,  that  I  am  not  one  of  those  who 
consider  the  current  wheat  situation  a  ter¬ 
rible  national  headache.  I  rejoice  in  the 
great  productive  capacity  of  our  wheat  pro¬ 
ducers.  I  consider  it  a  national  asset  that 
we  can  produce  far  more  wheat  than  is 
needed  for  domestic  food  and  for  export. 
S.  1140  authorizes  a  wheat  stabilization  plan 
which  recognizes  this  situation  and  deals 
with  it  in  a  way  which  is  fair  and  equitable 
to  wheat  producers,  domestic  consumers, 
feed-grain  and  livestock  producers,  and  to 
producers  in  other  exporting  nations. 

POSSIBLE  OBJECTION  TO  NATIONAL  WHEAT 
STABILIZATION 

From  past  experience,  I  anticipate  this 
National  Wheat  Stabilization  Plan  will  en¬ 
counter  objections  on  three  grounds.  These 
objections,  however,  are  based  on  unfounded 
fears. 

Fear  No.  1:  Midwest  feed-grain  and  live¬ 
stock  producers  may  fear  that  large  quanti¬ 
ties  of  wheat  will  be  produced  for  livestock 
and  feed  under  the  proposed  wheat  price - 
stabilization  program,  seriously  depressing 
feed-grain  and  livestock  prices. 

However,  this  plan  specifically  provides 
that  each  producer  must  put  at  least  20 
percent  of  his  wheat  base  acreage  in  the 
conservation  reserve  to  qualify  for  income 
stabilization  payments.  This  assures' that 
an  acreage  of  wheat  or  feed  grains  equal  to 
20  percent  of  the  wheat  acreage  base  on  each 
farm  must  be  retired  to  the  conservation 
reserve  by  each  producer  who  qualifies  for 
full  economic  benefits  under  the  new  pro¬ 
gram. 

Assuming  high  participation  in  the  pro¬ 
gram,  some  12  to  14  million  acres  of  cropland 
capable  of  producing  5  to  8  million  tons  of 
feed  grains  will  be  retired  from  production. 
This  will  not  solve  the  feed-grain  problem. 
But  it  certainly  will  not  aggravate  it.  As 
compared  with  continuing  the  current  pro¬ 


gram,  it  means  5  to  8  million  fewer  tons  of 
wheat  which  ultimately  may  be  used  for 
livestock  feed  because  there  is  no  other  use 
for  it,  or  5  to  8  million  fewer  tons  of  feed 
grains  produced  on  land  diverted  from  wheat 
production. 

Throughout  the  Plains  States  land  devoted 
to  feed  grains  produce  more  pounds  of  feed 
per  acre  than  when  devoted  to  wheat,  even 
though  the  wheat  is  fed.  In  the  Corn  Belt 
States  feed  grains  produce  fully  one-half 
more  pounds  of  feed  per  acre  than  wheat. 

Only  in  Washington,  Oregon,  and  Idaho 
do  wheat  yields  exceed  feed-grain  yields  in 
pounds  per  acre.  In  all  other  States,  any 
expansion  in  wheat  acreage,  or  nonmarket 
quota  wheat  under  the  National  Wheat 
Stabilization  Plan,  will  result  in  an  equal 
or  greater  reduction  in  the  production  of 
other  feed  grains.  I  am  attaching  a  state¬ 
ment  which  shows  wheat  and  feed-grain 
production  per  acre  for  selected  States  in 
1957  and  1958.  ' 

Fear  No.  2:  Some  people  fear  that  this 
program  will  result  in  an  unreasonable  in¬ 
crease  in  the  cost  of  bread.  On  occasion  it 
has  been  referred  to  as  a  bread  tax  plan  in 
favor  of  wheat  producers.  This  is  a  most 
unfair  characterization  of  the  program.  The 
sugar  program  includes  a  small  tax  on  sugar 
to  make  possible  income  stabilization  pay¬ 
ments  to  sugar  beet  and  sugarcane  producers 
in  United  States.  The  wool  program  is  based 
on  protective  tariffs  on  imported  woolens 
which  increase  the  domestic  cost  of  woolen 
textiles  and  a  large  part  of  these  funds  are 
utilized  to  make  income  stabilization  pay¬ 
ments  to  domestic  wool  producers. 

In  all  fairness  I  ask  you,  is  it  unreasonable 
to  ask  consumers  to  pay  3  %  cents  for  the 
wheat  in  a  loaf  of  bread  instead  of  2 1/2  cents 
as  at  present?  'Especially,  if  by  doing  so  we 
can  provide  a  fair  and  equitable  income  sta¬ 
bilization  program  for  wheat  producers,  and 
at  the  same  time  reduce  Government  costs, 
hence  other  taxes  by  an  even  greater  amount. 

Let  me  repeat,  this  wheat  price  stabili¬ 
zation  plan  utilizes  precisely  the  same  prin¬ 
ciples  as  the  sugar  and  the  wool  price  stabili¬ 
zation  programs.  All  who  supported  these 
programs  should  favor  the  wheat  price  stabili¬ 
zation  program  as  an  extension  of  the  same 
principles  and  equity  considerations  to  wheat 
producers. 

Moreover  the  cost  of  the  income  stabili¬ 
zation  certificates  which  must  be  paid  by  the 
millers,  if  fully  passed  on  to  the  consumers, 
would  be  about  $100  million  less  than  the 
additional  annual  cost  of  continuing  the 
present  outmoded  price  support  program  for 
wheat. 

I  believe  consumers  are  willing  to  pay  a 
fair  and  equitable  price  for  their  food.  Be¬ 
tween  1952  and  1958  the  market  price  of 
wheat  dropped  from  $2.11  to  $1.76  a  bushel. 
During  this  period,  while  the  cost  of  wheat 
in  a  loaf  of  bread  was  declining,  the  retail 
price  of  a  loaf  of  bread  increased  from  16 
to  19.2  cents.  In  view  of  these  facts  I  think 
we  should  not  hesitate  to  ask  consumers  to 
accept  an  increase  in  the  cost  of  the  wheat 
in  a  loaf  of  bread  by  %  of  1  cent — or  from 
2(4  to  3(4  cents:  especially  when  this  in- 
cxease  is  the  result  of  a  program  which 
achieves  more  than  offsetting  reductions  in 
other  Government  costs. 

Fear  No.  3 :  Some  people  fear  that  this  pro¬ 
gram  will  be  considered  a  form  of  export 
dumping  by  our  foreign  friends.  However, 
S.  1140  specifically  provides  that  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  shall  set  a  marketing 
quota  each  year  which  includes  the  esti¬ 
mated  amount  of  wheat  for  domestic  food 
use  and  for  export.  It  provides  for  loans, 
at  65  percent  of  parity  on  quota  wheat. 
Nonquota  wheat  will  not  be  eligible  for  ex¬ 
port  under  S.  1140.  Exports  of  quota  wheat 
will  require  a  small  subsidy  equal  to  the 
difference  between  65  percent  of  parity  and 
the  world  price  level.  The  only  difference 
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between  the  anticipated  exports  under  S. 
1140  and  exports  at  the  present  is  the  re¬ 
quirement  of  much  smaller  subsidy  pay¬ 
ments  under  S.  1140.  Otherwise  exports  for 
dollars  and  exports  under  Public  Law  480  will 
be  continued  on  exactly  the  same  basis  as  at 
present. 

Mr.  President,  in  closing  I  want  to  return 
to  my  statement  that  the  wheat  price  stabi¬ 
lization  program  authorized  by  S.  1140  will 
reduce  Government  costs  by  $400  million  or 
more  a  year  while  maintaining  wheat-pro¬ 
ducers’  incomes  at  fair  and  equitable  levels. 

Under  the  present  outmoded  price  sup¬ 
port  program  for  wheat,  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  has  acquired  1.3  billion 
bushels- of  wheat  in  the  last  5  years  and  is 
^expected  to  acquire  another  500  million 
bushels  from  the  1958  bumper  crop. 

The  Commodity  Stabilization  Service  esti¬ 
mates  that  the  average  storage  and  interest 
'  charge  on  the  wheat  in  CCC  stocks  is  now 
69  cents  a  bushel,  which  must  be  added  to 
an  acquisition  cost  of  $2.11  a  bushel.  Hence, 
even  though  this  wheat  is  sold  for  dollars, 
sold  under  Public  Law  480,  or  under  any 
other  programs  at  the  world  market  price 
of  about  $1.40  per  bushel,  net  at  shipping 
point,  the  average  loss  is  $1.40  per  bushel 
on  all  wheat  acquired  by  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation. 

Although,  because  of  the  lower  support 
levels,  the  cost  of  wheat  acquired  in  1958 
and  1959  will  be  a  little  lower  than  in 
earlier  years,  one  can  expect  a  net  loss  of  at  , 
least  $1.25  a  bushel  on  every  bushel  acquired 
by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation.  Net 
losses  will  be  even  greater  on  any  wheat 
which  must  be  disposed  of  as  livestock  feed. 

■S.  1140  provides  loans  at  only  65  percent 
of  parity  on.  that  quantity  of  wheat  which 
will  be  used  for  domestic  food  and  for  ex¬ 
port,  minus  75  million  bushels  which  must 
•  come  from  CCC  stocks.  This  assures  that 
there  will  be  no  further  buildup  in  Govern¬ 
ment  stocks;  rather,  that  there  will  be  an 
orderly  reduction  in  existing  stocks. 

It  is  this  feature  of  the  national  wheat 
stabilization  program  which  will  result  in 
annual  savings  of  $400  million  or  more  a 
year. 

Production  per  acre  of  wheat  and  of  feed 
grains  in  pounds,  selected  States,  1957 
and  1958 


1957 

1958 

Wheat 

Feed 

grains 

AVheat 

Feed 

grains 

Pacific  Coast  States: 

California _ 

1.320 

2, 172 

1,320 

2,  064 

Oregon.;... _ _ 

2, 160 

1,614 

2,064 

1,  562 

Washington _ 

2,  224 

2, 007 

2,184 

1,  619 

Average,  Pacific 

coast . 

1,901 

1,931 

1,856 

1,748 

Mountain  States: 

Colorado _ .... 

1,470 

1,  638 

1,524 

1,883 

Idaho _ 

2,280 

1,816 

2,  064 

1,  825 

Montana _ 

1, 164 

1,240 

1,386 

1,413 

Average  Mountain,.. 

1,638 

1,565 

1,658 

1.7117 

Plain  States: 

Kansas _ 

1,140 

1,216 

1,650 

1, 846 

Nebraska  .  _ 

1,620 

2, 197 

1,  980 

2,  527 

North  Dakota _ 

1, 120 

1,  137 

1,380 

1,  260 

Oklahoma . 

750 

852 

1,  560 

1,316 

South  Dakota _ 

1,  212 

1,  499 

1,434 

1,404 

Texas . . 

870 

1,  552 

1,320 

1,  705 

Average  Plains _ 

1,119 

1,  409 

1,  556 

1,  676 

Midwest  States: 

Illinois _ 

1,260 

3,000 

1,890 

3,  373 

Indiana _ 

1,530 

2,  860 

1,  920 

3, 182 

Iowa _ 

1,  662 

2, 113 

2,  070 

2,  979 

Michigan . . 

1,740 

2,212 

2,280 

2,  523 

M  innesota _ _ 

1, 356 

2,327 

1,884 

2, 450 

M  issouri _ _ _ 

1,380 

2,092 

1,680 

2,685 

Ohio . . . . 

1,  320 

2,  540 

1,860 

2,921 

Average  Midwest _ 

1,464 

2,450 

1,941 

2,873 

Average  above  States. 

1,451 

1,899 

1,  761 

2,134 

Mr.  CARLSON.  The  Senator  from 
Washington  pays  me  a  great  compliment. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  Kansas  has 
expired. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
the  distinguished  chairman  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  if  he  will  yield  me  5  ihinutes. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  5  minutes  to  the  Senator  from 
Kansas. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  thank  the  distin¬ 
guished  chairman. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  should  like  to  con¬ 
gratulate  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Kansas  for  his  perseverance  in  bringing 
this  proposal  before  us  once  again.  As 
a  member  of  the  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  Forestry,  I  wish  to  say  that  of 
all  the  various  plans  and  programs  pro¬ 
posed,  from  a  variety  of  sources,  for  solv¬ 
ing  the  extremely  difficult  and  prodigious 
problem  involving  wheat,  the  domestic 
parity  program  and  the  domestic  parity 
suggestion  seems  to  be  the  most  per¬ 
sistent  and  seems  to  be  the  one  which 
is  steadily  gaining  momentum  and  ac¬ 
cumulating  friends.  This  year  for  the 
first  time  the  Wheat  Growers’  Associa¬ 
tion  in  South  Dakota  had  a  very  distin¬ 
guished  wheat  farmer  from  Bennett 
County  come  to  the  Capitol  to  meet  with 
members  of  the  committee  and  to  ad¬ 
vance  the  cause.  _ 

I  sincerely  hope  before  the  present 
session  of  Congress  is  over — even  though 
the  procedural  problems  outlined  by  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Vermont  may 
make  it  impossible  to  agree  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  today,  because  of  the  urgency  of 
the  situation — that  something  can  be 
done.  If  we  are  not  able  to  take  action 
today  it  will  not  mean  that  we  cannot 
legislate  later  in  the  session  on  the  wheat 
problem,  looking  toward  a  permanent- 
type  solution. 

An  idea  embraced,  endorsed,  and  sup¬ 
ported  by  so  many  groups  and  by  so 
many  individual  farmers  over  so  wide  a 
territory  as  this  two-price  system  or  do¬ 
mestic  parity  system  is  supported,  seems 
to  me  to  deserve  a  trial.  Perhaps  by  try- 
ing  it  in  the  laboratory  of  life- with  regard 
to  wheat,  from  experience  we  can  learn 
something  to  make  it  operative  in  the 
field  of  rice  or  corn  or  some  other  com¬ 
modity  at  a  later  date. 

I  shall  support  the  Senator’s  proposal, 
and  I  again  congratulate  the  Senator  for 
bringing  it  to  our  attention. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  The  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  has' always  been  interested 
in  agriculture  and  very  helpful  in  trying 
to  secure  legislation  of  value  to  the 
wheatgrowers. 

Mi-.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  in  the  Record  as  a 
part  of  my  remarks  a  short  statement 
on  the  wheat  stabilization  program. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Wheat  Stabilization  Program 
what  it  is 

A  program  developed  to  stabilize  wheat 
marketing,  thereby  stabilizing  the  income  of 


wheat  producers  and  reducing  Government 
stocks  of  wheat. 

WHO  DEVELOPED  IT? 

The  National  Association  of  Wheat  Grow¬ 
ers,  recognizing  the  precarious  position  of 
the  wheat  industry,  the  drain  on  the  Federal 
Treasury,  and  the  continuing  accumulation 
of  wheat  and  feed  grains  in  Government 
stocks  under  the  present  program  is  present¬ 
ing  this  plan  for  consideration  of  Congress. 

WHAT  IT  WILL  DO  FOR  THE  WHEAT  PRODUCER 

1.  Stabilize  producers5  income  at  reason¬ 
able  levels. 

2.  Allow  freedom  to  plant  and  harvest 
crops  best  adapted  without  Government  in¬ 
terference. 

3.  Permit  producers  to  carry  reserve  for 
short  crop  years. 

4.  Prevent  wheat  prices  from  reaching  dis¬ 
astrously  low  levels. 

5.  Enable  wheat  producers  to  market  best 
quality  wheat  in  domestic  food  and  export 
market,  and  lower  grades  in  feed  market. 

WHAT  IT  WILL  DO  FOR  THE  FEED  GRAIN 
PRODUCER 

1.  Prevent  shifting  of  diverted  wheat  acre¬ 
age  to  feed  grains. 

2.  Materially  reduce  feed  grain  production 
on  wheat  farms. 

3.  Make  a  substantial  contribution  to  the 
balancing  of  feed  grain  supplies  with  demand. 

4.  Aid  in  an  orderly  reduction  of  present 
surplus  feed  grain  stocks. 

WHAT  IT  WILL  DO  FOR  THE  AMERICAN  PUBLIC 

1.  Materially  reduce  cost  of  wheat  pro¬ 
gram  to  the  taxpayer. 

2.  Stop  buildup  of  Government  holdings 
and  start  orderly  reduction. 

3.  Insure  adequate  supply  of  high  quality 
wheat  for  domestic  food  and  export  at  rea¬ 
sonable  prices. 

4.  Contribute  to  orderly  marketing  of 
highest  quality  wheat  through  regular  com¬ 
mercial  channels. 

5.  Insure  continued  ability  of  wheat  pro¬ 
ducers  to  buy  the  products  of  industry  and 
labor. 

6.  Stabilize  incomes  of  small  businesses 
in  rural  communities. 

HOW  THE  PROGRAM  WORKS 

This  is  a  marketing  control,  rather  than 
production  control  program,  which: 

1.  Eliminates  acreage  controls. 

2.  Limits  wheat  marketed  in  commercial 
channels  for  domestic  food  and  export  by 
establishing  a  national  marketing  quota. 

3.  Establishes  the  national  marketing 
quota  at  less  than  the  domestic  food  and 
export  requirements  by  75  million  bushels, 
which  would  be  removed  annually  from  CCC 
stocks. 

4.  Provides  a  support  price  to  all  pro¬ 
ducers  at  65  percent  of  parity,  only  on  the 
amount  of  the  marketing  quota. 

5.  Provides  for  the  use  of  income  stabili¬ 
zation  certificates  valued  at  35  percent  of 
parity,  for  the  domestic  food  portion  of  the 
crop  to  be  issued  to  cooperating  producers. 

6.  Requires  placing  at  least  20  percent  of 
wheat  base  acreage  in  the  conservation  re¬ 
serve  of  the  soil  bank  to  be  eligible  for  in¬ 
come  stabilization  certificates. 

7.  Allows  producers  freedom  of  choice  to 
plant  and  harvest  best  adapted  crops  with¬ 
out  Government  restrictions. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Colorado. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  congratulate  the  Senator  from  Kansas 
for  again  making  this  proposal. 

I  am  concerned  about  the  fact  that 
because  we  cannot  act  for  another  week 
we  may  be  thus  deferring  action  on  the 
matter  for  a  year.  In  my  opinion,  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Kansas 
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probably  offers  the  best  prospect  for  suc¬ 
cess  of  any  proposal  we  have  before  us. 

I  have  had  some  reservations  about  it. 
but  I  say  that  we  will  have  to  take 
drastic  action  if  we  are  to  keep  the 
wheat  program,  and  perhaps  other  pro¬ 
grams,  from  collapsing  entirely. 

I  certainly  join  with  the  Senator  in 
supporting  the  passage  of  the  proposal 
today. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  in  con¬ 
clusion  I  simply  want  to  say  that  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry 
has  done  an  outstanding  job  of  studying 
the  problem.  I  do  not  believe  that  a 
solution  will  be  reached  until  some  time 
in  the  future.  I  had  hoped  we  could 
reach  the  solution  today,  and  that  we 
would  adopt  a  program  to  give  a  parity 
price  for  the  amount  of  wheat  consumed 
at  home,  and  another  price  for  the  world 
market  and  for  the  feed  area  of  the 
Nation. 

Judging  from  the  statement  made  by 
the  Senator  from  Vermont,  evidently  we 
are  confronted  with  a  very  difficult  situ¬ 
ation.  I  hope  the  distinguished  chair¬ 
man  and  the  committee  will,  at  a  very 
early  date,  look  at  this  proposed  program. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  3  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Louisiana  is  recognized  for 
3  minutes. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I  dis¬ 
like  to  oppose  my  friend  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Kansas,  but  for 
the  past  15  years  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  and  Forestry  has  had  before 
it  bills  similar  to  the  provisions  of  the 
amendment  the  Senator  has  offered.  I 
refer  to  the  so-called  two-price  system. 

Three  years  ago,  in  order  to  test  the 
two-price  system  concept,  the  Congress 
enacted  a  bill  vesting  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  with  authority  to  institute  a 
two-price  system  for  rice.  We  did  not 
make  that  authority  mandatory — only 
discretionary. 

I  personally  tried  my  best  to  get  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  exercise  that 
authority  and  to  test  the  two-price  con¬ 
cept  on  rice,  but  I  was  never  able  to 
succeed. 

The  Department  is  now,  as  it  evidently 
was  then,  violently  opposed  to  the  two- 
price  concept. 

As  was  pointed  out  by  my  good  friend 
from  Vermont  awhile  ago,  if  the  amend¬ 
ment  were  to  be  agreed  to,  it  would  re¬ 
sult  in  a  veto  of  the  bill,  without  question. 

I  am  very  hopeful  that  my  good  friend 
from  Kansas  will  withdraw  the  amend¬ 
ment  and  will  permit  us  to  proceed  to 
consider  the  bill  reported  by  the  com¬ 
mittee.  As  I  stated  this  morning,  the 
bill  which  is  before  us  is  more  or  less 
stopgap  legislation.  Unless  we  act  by 
June  1,  the  program  will  have  to  be  an¬ 
nounced  on  June  30,  under  the  present 
law,  and  that  will  mean  75  to  90  percent 
price  supports  with  a  minimum  acreage 
of  55  million  acres. 

What  the  committee  tried  to  do  was 
to  submit  a  stopgap  proposal,  in  the  hope 
that  by  having  the  bill  passed  the  wheat 
surpluse  would  be  reduced. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 


Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  hope  that  my  good 
friend  will  withdraw  the  amendment. 
I  give  the  Senator  my  assurance  that  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry 
will  continue  its  studies  on  remedial  farm 
legislation.  The  Senator  will  admit  that 
we  have  a  mighty  tough  job.  It  is  most 
difficult  to  find  a  real  solution. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Kansas. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  wish  to  state  to  the 
distinguished  chairman  of  the  Senate 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry 
that  the  Senators  from  the  wheat-grow¬ 
ing  States  are  very  practical.  We  have 
reached  the  point,  in  the  consideration  of 
the  proposed  legislation,  judging  from 
the  statement  of  the  Senator  from  Ver¬ 
mont  and  also  from  the  statement  of  the 
chairman,  that  it  is  essential  that  we  act 
and  act  immediately.  I  appreciate  that 
position. 

On  the  other  hand,  I  have  some  deep 
convictions  as  to  what  we  are  doing 
today,  when  we  pass  a  bill  such  as  is 
before  the  Senate,  the  bill  which  was 
reported  by  the  committee. 

I  inquire  of  the  distinguished  chair¬ 
man  if  I  may  have  some  assurance  that 
the  proposal  I  have  suggested,  together 
with  any  other  bill  which  would  pro¬ 
mote  a  domestic  parity  price  for  wheat, 
will  be  given  further  consideration  at  an 
early  date. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  give  the  Senator 
that  assurance. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  appreciate  the 
Senator’s  statement.  On  the  basis  of 
that  statement,  Mr.  President,  I  am 
going  to  withdraw  the  amendment. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  be¬ 
fore  the  Senator  withdraws  the  amend¬ 
ment,  will  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
yield  to  me? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  do  not  say  this 
because  I  am  not  appreciative  of  the 
difficult  job  the  members  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  have, 
but  I  do  not  believe  the  members  of 
the  committee  believe  the  bill  which  is 
before  us  is  any  solution  to  the  wheat 
problem.  Therefore,  it  seems  to  me  that 
the  committee  members  themselves  will 
be  desirous  of  studying  this  terrific  prob¬ 
lem,  and  will  want  to  consider  the  do¬ 
mestic  parity  bill  as  soon  as  possible.  I 
believe  the  members  of  the  committee 
feel  that  way,  judging  from  private  con¬ 
versations  with  many  of  them. 

I  am  willing  to  join  with  the  Senator 
from  Kansas  at  this  time,  because  of 
the  situation,  and  to  agree  that  we  should 
withdraw  the  amendment.  The  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  committee  themselves  know 
the  bill  under  consideration  is  absolutely 
no  answer,  and  never  will  be,  to  the 
wheat  problem.  We  must  have  some¬ 
thing  else. 

All  those  who  come  from  the  States 
which  raise  wheat — those  from  the  State 
of  my  friend  from  Kansas,  from  my  own 
State,  and  from  other  States — are  pretty 
much  in  agreement  that  the  domestic 
parity  proposal  looks  like  the  only  hope¬ 
ful  solution,  even  though  it  may  have 
some  defects. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
chairman  will  yield,  I  have  always  appre¬ 


ciated  his  help.  He  has  been  most  kind 
and  courteous  in  connection  with  this 
and  other  matters  dealing  with  agri¬ 
culture. 

I  ask  that  the  amendment  be  with¬ 
drawn. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  is  withdrawn. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  yield 
to  me? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  There 
is  no  time  left.  The  amendment  has 
been  withdrawn.  N 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield  1  minute  on 
the  bill  to  the  Senator  from  Oregon. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  Let  me  say  to  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  that  I  join  with 
the  Senator  from  Washington  [Mr. 
MagnusonJ,  as  a  Senator  from  one  of 
the  wheat-producing  States  of  the  Pa¬ 
cific  Northwest  in  saying  that  we  trust 
the  domestic  parity  plan  will  receive 
genuine  consideration.  We  have  quite 
a  heritage  of  study  in  our  State  behind 
this  plan.  The  late  Senator  Charles  L. 
McNary  came  from  our  State.  I  think 
he  was  the  original  author  of  the  Mc- 
Nary-Haugen  farm  plan,  which  Presi¬ 
dent  Coolidge  vetoed  twice  after  it  was 
passed  by  the  Congress.  That  was  the 
real  beginning  of  the  so-called  domestic 
parity  plan  for  wheat. 

While  I  agree  with  the  Senator  from 
Washington  that  there  are  some  possible 
defects  in  it,  I  think  domestic  parity 
offers  considerable  promise  in  meeting 
this  very  difficult  situation. 

I  thank  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
for /assuring  us  that  the  plan  will  receive 
study  and  consideration,  and  that  there 
will  be  effort  in  his  committee  to  bring 
it  to  the  floor  of  the  Senate  later  on  in 
this  session. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  on  behalf  of  the  Senator  from 
Kansas  [Mr.  Schoeppel],  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota  [Mr.  Mundt],  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Hum¬ 
phrey]  and  myself,  I  offer  the  amend¬ 
ment  which  I  send  to  the  desk  and  ask 
to  have  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  2, 
between  lines  4  and  5,  it  is  proposed  to 
insert  the  following : 

(B)  reducing  the  acreage  of  wheat  below 
the  farm  acreage  allotment  by  not  less  than 
10  per  centum  of  such  allotment  with  price 
support  at  75  per  centum  of  the  parity  price 
therefor,  or. 

.•* 

On  page  2,  line  5,  it  is  proposed  to 
strike  out  “(B)”  and  insert  “C)”. 

On  page  2,  line  10,  after  “choice  (B)” 
it  is  proposed  to  insert  “or  choice  (C)”. 

On  page  2,  line  13,  it  is  proposed  to 
strike  out  “choice  (B)  ”  and  insert  “either' 
choice  (B)  or  choice  (C)”. 

On  page  2,  line  16,  it  is  proposed  to 
strike  out  “and  choice  <B)  ”  and  insert  a 
comma  and  the  following:  “choice  (B), 
and  choice  (C)”. 

On  page  3,  line  1,  after  “choice  (B)” 
it  is  proposed  to  insert  “or  choice  (C)”. 

On  page  3,  line  19,  after  “choice  (B)”, 
it  is  proposed  to  insert  “or  choice  (C)”. 

On  page  4,  line  3,  after  “choice  <B>” 
it  is  proposed  to  insert  “or  choice  (C)’’. 
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Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  if  Senators  will  give  me  their 
attention,  I  shall  require  only  3  or  4 
minutes  to  explain  the  amendment. 

It  would  add  one  further  provision  to 
the  bill  as  it  stands.  As  it  now  stands 
the  bill  provides  65  percent  supports  for 
those  who  are  willing  to  abide  by  their 
quotas,  that  is,  to  plant  within  their 
quotas. 

Those  who  were  willing  to  cut  their 
acreage  by  20  percent  would  receive  80 
percent  supports.  This  amendment 
would  add  another  proviso,  to  give  75 
percent  supports  to  those  who  would  cut 
their  acreage  by  10  percent. 

If  no  legislation  at  all  is  passed,  the 
farmers  will  receive  75  percent  supports 
with  their  present  quotas.  This  amend¬ 
ment  would  mean  a  10  percent  reduction 
in  their  quotas.  As  Senators  know,  be¬ 
cause  of  a  change  in  the  parity  formula 
by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  price 
supports  will  come  down  5  cents  a  bushel, 
regardless. 

The  reason  I  am  offering  the  amend¬ 
ment  is  this: 

According  to  my  own  feeling,  the  pend¬ 
ing  bill,  speaking  from  the  standpoint  of 
one  who  has  been  in  the  wheat  business 
all  his  life,  is,  for  all  practical  purposes, 
a  65  percent  price  support  bill.  Most 
farmers  would  elect  to  take  65  percent 
supports,  no  reduction  in  acreage.  But 
if  we  add  another  proviso,  as  I  suggest, 
for  75  percent  supports,  if  they  are  will¬ 
ing  to  cut  10  percent,  there  will  be  a  siza¬ 
ble  reduction  in  production.  It  is  pretty 
tough  for  any  farmer  to  cut  his  acreage 
20  percent.  I  believe  this  amendment 
would  result  in  a  much  more  workable 
bill,  and  that  we  would  wind  up  with  a 
cash  price  probably  a  little  less  than  we 
have  now.  This  is  not  an  easy  position 
for  me  to  take.  I  am  only  doing  it  be¬ 
cause  something  has  to  be  done  to  curb 
surpluses  and  save  the  program. 

It  is  not  easy  for  a  Senator  from  a 
wheat-producing  State  to  stand  on  the 
floor  of  the  Senate  and  propose  a  cut 
in  acreage  without  any  increase  in  price, 
as  this  amendment  proposes.  It  will 
make  it  a  more  acceptable  bill  though. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mi'.  YOUNG.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  should 
like  to  suggest  to  the  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Louisiana,  chairman  of  the 
committee,  that  he  see  if  this  amend¬ 
ment  cannot  be  accepted  and  taken  to 
conference.  It  is  a  very  reasonable  pro¬ 
posal;  and  in  my  personal  judgment  it 
would  be  more  effective  in  accomplish¬ 
ing  a  reduction  of  production  than 
would  the  terms  of  the  bill  now  before 
the  Senate. 

Mi-.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  let 
me  say  to  my  good  friend  from  South 
Dakota  that  the  committee  considered 
the  proposal  which  he  has  propounded. 

What  this  proposal  does  is  simply  to 
add  another  bracket  of  wheat  producers. 
Under  the  bill  as  it  now  stands,  those 
who  desired  to  plant  their  full  allotted 
acreage  would  receive  65  percent  of 
parity.  Those  who  would  take  a  20  per¬ 
cent  cut  would  receive  80  percent  of 
parity.  The  committee  felt  that  ap¬ 


proach  would  make  administration  of 
the  bill  much  easier. 

The  proposal  made  by  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  North  Dakota 
would  insert  an  additional  bracket,  to 
the  effect  that  whoever  would  take  a 
10  percent  cut  in  his  acreage  allotment 
would  receive  75  percent  of  parity  as  his 
price  support.  Personally  I  would  have 
no  objection  to  this  procedure,  except,  as 
I  have  said,  that  the  committee  felt  that 
it  would  be  cumbersome,  and  would  make 
the  administration  of  the  law  more  diffi¬ 
cult. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  the  committee  was  trying  to 
meet  the  objections  of  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture,  in  the  hope  that  by  elimi¬ 
nating  the  75  percent  provision  the  bill 
would  be  more  acceptable  to  him,  and 
he  could  get  a  bill  passed.  Since  that 
time  the  Secretary  has  come  forth  with 
a  report  using  exactly  the  same  words  to 
object  to  the  present  bill  as  he  did  to  ob¬ 
ject  to  the  provision  which  I  had  offered 
in  the  committee,  providing  for  65,  75, 
and  80  percent  of  parity.  Let  me  read 
the  statement  of  the  Secretary : 

While  the  bill  provides  for  65  percent  and 
80  percent  of  parity  support  levels  for  wheat, 
it  is  bound  to  result  in  a  market  price  for 
wheat  close  to  80  percent  of  parity. 

I  wish  I  could  believe  that.  I  do  not 
feel  so  enthusiastic  about  the  bill.  One 
can  go  anywhere  in  the  United  States 
and  consult  with  wheat  farmers  and  men 
in  the  grain  business,  and  they  will  tell 
him  that  it  would  have  no  such  result. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  I 
yield. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Let  me  say  that  the 
critique  made  by  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  with  respect  to  this  proposal 
is  certainly  a  stimulating  reason  why 
Senators  should  wish  to  vote  for  this 
additional  choice,  because  if,  indeed, 
this  will  bring  about  a  market  price  of 
wheat  up  to  80  percent,  who  will  be 
hurt?  Certainly  not  the  consumer,  be¬ 
cause  it  has  been  demonstrated  over  and 
over  again  that  the  relationship  between 
a  bushel  of  wheat  and  a  loaf  of  bread 
is  purely  theoretical.  The  transporta¬ 
tion,  advertising,  handling,  labor,  and 
other  costs  determine  the  price  of  bread. 

The  consumer  would  not  be  hurt.  The 
farmer  would  not  be  hurt  if  he  received 
80  percent  of  parity  at  the  market  price. 
The  taxpayer  would  not  be  hurt,  because 
he  would  not  have  to  buy  wheat  and  pay 
the  cost  of  storing  it. 

If  the  dire  predictions  made  by  the 
Secretary  are  indeed  true,  this  is  a  most 
promising  step,  and  we  are  closer  to  the 
solution  of  the  wheat  problem  than  any¬ 
body  had  dared  to  believe.  The  farm¬ 
er  would  be  benefited,  the  consumer 
would  be  benefited,  and  the  taxpayer 
would  be  relieved. 

In  view  of  the  analysis,  and  in  view 
of  what  it  is  said  the  amendment  would 
accomplish,  I  believe  it  is  an  amend¬ 
ment  which  the  Senate  should  adopt. 

We  changed  it,  as  the  chairman  knows, 
because  we  thought  perhaps  by  simplify¬ 
ing  it,  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
would  like  it  and  give  it  its  approval. 


However,  they  did  not  do  so.  I  certainly 
believe  that  this  is  the  third  choice  that 
we  ought  to  give  to  the  American  farm¬ 
er.  Let  us  hope  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture’s  analysis  is  correct.  I  am  afraid 
it  is  wrong. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota,  I  yield. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  should  first  like  to 
plead  with  the  distinguished  chairman 
of  the  committee  to  accept  the  amend¬ 
ment.  We  are  trying  to  pass  legislation 
today  to  reduce  some  of  the  production 
of  wheat.  It  is  my  honest  opinion,  com¬ 
ing  from  a  wheat-producing  State,  which 
produces  one-fourth  of  the  winter  wheat 
grown  in  the  Nation,  that  the  proposal 
the  committee  brought  in  will  still  pro¬ 
duce  surpluses  of  wheat  over  and  above 
what  we  will  consume  and  export. 

This  third  step  makes  the  difference 
between  the  farmers  who  are  going  to 
plant  the  full  allotment  of  65  percent 
and  the  limited  number  who  will  plant  80 
percent.  I  believe  it  will  be  of  benefit  to 
the  taxpayers  if  we  accept  the  amend¬ 
ment.  I  sincerely  hope  the  chairman  will 
accept  it  and  take  it  to  conference. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota,  If  I 
may  add  just  one  more  word,  I  should  like 
to  say  from  the  wheat  farmer’s  stand¬ 
point,  if  there  is  no  legislation  at  all, 
he  does  not  have  to  reduce  his  acreage 
in  1960,  and  he  gets  75  percent.  If  we 
accept  the  amendment,  he  must  cut  his 
acreage.  I  could  understand  why  a 
wheat  farmer  might  not  favor  it,  but  I 
do  not  understand  why  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  opposes  it,  if  he  knows  any¬ 
thing  about  wheat. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
2  minutes  to  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Vermont. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  With  regard  to  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
North  Dakota,  I  wish  to  say,  that  if  it  is 
added  to  the  bill,  there  would  not  be 
much  incentive  to  plant  the  full  allot¬ 
ment  of  65  percent,  or  80  percent  of  the 
allotment  at  80  percent  of  parity,  be¬ 
cause  75  percent  would  pay  better  than 
either  65  percent  or  80  percent. 

I  would  prefer  not  to  see  the  20  percent 
reduction  and  80  percent  supports  in  the 
bill.  At  any  rate,  there  would  not  be  too 
much  incentive  to  take  the  20  percent 
reduction  in  acreage  even  at  80  percent 
of  parity,  if  a  farmer  could  get  75  per¬ 
cent  with  a  10  percent  reduction.  I  have 
figured  it  out.  At  80  percent  of  the  al¬ 
lotment,  multiplied  by  80  percent  of 
parity,  it  comes  to  6,400.  If  he  takes  100 
percent  of  the  allotment  at  65  percent 
of  parity,  it  comes  to  6,500.  If  he  takes 
90  percent  of  the  allotment  at  75  per¬ 
cent  of  parity,  he  gets  6,750. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota,  I 
think,  too,  that  this  would  force  the 
farmers  to  take  the  65  percent  figure. 
Most  of  them  would  believe  that  the 
price  might  be  better,  perhaps,  and  they 
would  be  hoping  that  the  cash  price 
would  be  better.  Farmers  are  always 
hoping  that  their  price  will  be  better. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  know  they  are  pretty 
good  at  using  their  pencil  and  paper. 
If  they  went  strictly  according  to  their 
calculations,  they  would  take  65  percent 
instead  of  80  percent. 
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Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  doubt 
that  very  many  farmers  would  take  a 
cut  of  20  percent  in  order  to  get  80  per¬ 
cent  of  parity. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  They  probably  would  be 
better  off  with  75  percent  supports  and 
a  10  percent  reduction  in  acreage. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  back  the  remainder  of  my  time. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  I  yield 
back  the  remainder  of  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Dodd 
in  the  chair) .  The  question  is  on  agree¬ 
ing  to  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
Senator  from  North  Dakota  [Mr. 
Young]. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  may  I 
inquire  if  any  other  amendments  are  to 
be  offered?  First,  I  should  like  to  say 
to  the  Senate,  as  a  matter  of  general 
information,  that  I  have  one  short 
amendment  and  then  I  have  a  substitute 
amendment.  The  substitute  amend¬ 
ment  represents  the  position  taken  by 
the  Department  of  Agriculture.  Actu¬ 
ally,  I  shall  not  discuss  it  very  long.  I 
offer  the  short  amendment,  dealing  with 
voting  in  the  wheat  referendum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  8, 
after  line  2,  it  is  proposed  to  insert  a  new 
section,  as  follows : 

Sec.  4.  (a)  Subsection  (f)  of  section  335 
of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938, 
as  amended,  is  amended  by  deleting  the  last 
sentence  thereof. 

(b)  Section  336  of  the  Agricultural  Ad¬ 
justment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows: 

“Sec.  336.  Between  the  date  of  issuance  of 
any  proclamation  of  any  national  marketing 
quota  for  wheat  and  July  25,  the  Secretary 
shall  conduct  a  referendum,  by  secret  ballot, 
to  determine  whether  farmers  are  in  favor  of 
or  opposed  to  such  quotas.  Farmers  eligible 
to  vote  in  such  referendum  shall  be  farmers 
who  were  engaged  in  the  production  of  the 
crop  of  wheat  normally  harvested  in  the 
calendar  year  immediately  preceding  the  cal¬ 
endar  year  in  which  the  referendum  is  held. 
If  more  than  one-third  of  the  farmers  vot¬ 
ing  in  the  referendum  oppose  such  quota, 
the  Secretary  shall,  prior  to  the  effective 
date  of  such  quota,  by  proclamation  sus¬ 
pend  the  operation  of  the  national  market¬ 
ing  quotas  with  respect  to  wheat.” 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  on  the 
1st  of  June,  under  existing  law,  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  must  proclaim  the 
allotments  and  quotas;  then,  on  the  25th 
of  July,  the  referendum  is  held. 

It  seems  to  me  that  voting  in  the 
wheat  referendum'  takes  on  a  bit  of  the 
character  of  the  farcical.  The  reason 
for  it  is  that  a  farmer  cannot  vote  in 
the  wheat  referendum  unless  he  grows 
more  than  15  acres.  As  a  result,  this  is 
the  picture  we  have:  1,800,000  farmers 
in  the  country  grow  wheat,  but  only 
585,000,  or  about  a  third,  are  eligible  to 
vote  in  the  referendum.  If  we  take  two- 
thirds  of  that  number,  it  means  that  out 
of  1,800,000  wheatgrowers,  390,000  deter¬ 
mine  what  the  result  is  to  be.  That 
looks  to  me  like  discrimination  in  law. 

Every  cotton  fanner  votes,  even  if  he 
has  only  as  much  as  10  acres  of  cotton. 


Every  tobacco  farmer  votes,  even  if  he 
has  only  a  city  lot  of  tobacco.  For  in¬ 
stance,  in  North  Carolina,  9  out  of  every 
10  wheat  farmers  are  disqualified  from 
voting  in  the  referendum  because  they 
have  less  than  15  acres.  In  Idaho,  two 
out  of  every  three  wheat  farmers  are 
disqualified. 

This  is  a  common  problem.  If  we  are 
going  to  do  the  decent  thing  and  have 
no  discrimination,  why  should  not  every 
wheat  farmer  vote,  just  as  every  cotton 
farmer  and  every  tobacco  farmer  votes? 

That  is  the  whole  situation  in  a  nut¬ 
shell.  I  believe  that  in  the  interest  of 
fairness  and  equity  the  amendment 
ought  to  be  adopted.  I  might  say  that 
the  amendment  has  the  endorsement  of 
the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

Mr.  MUNDT,  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  The  difficulty  is  in  try¬ 
ing  to  determine  who  should  vote  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  number  of  bushels 
of  wheat  he  produces.  There  would  be 
no  objection  to  the  suggestion  the  Sena¬ 
tor  has  made,  if  we  could  solve  that  prob¬ 
lem. 

If  we  permit  all  the  small  garden  spot 
farmers  and  flower  box  farmers,  who 
grow  a  few  bushels  of  wheat,  to  vote  in 
the  referendum,  and  in  that  way  deter¬ 
mine  what  will  happen  to  the  wheat 
farmer,  who  makes,  if  not  the  majority, 
at  least  a  substantial  portion  of  his  in¬ 
come  from  wheat  farming,  it  would  not 
represent  very  sound  democratic  pro¬ 
cedure.  We  would  permit  the  result  to 
be  determined  by  persons  who  are  very 
slightly  affected  by  what  happens  '  to 
wheat.  ( 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Why  should  the  small 
farmer  be  excluded  from  voting  under 
the  law?  What  we  are  doing  is  letting 
the  large  wheat  farmers  finally  determine 
the  result  of  the  referendum.  If  that  is 
democracy,  I  do  not  know  the  meaning 
of  the  word. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  We  would  have  the 
wheat  farmer  -whose  livelihood  depends 
on  it  vote  in  the  referendum  and  make 
the  determination,  rather  than  let  some¬ 
one  who  does  not  belong  to  the  church 
become  a  deacon. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Then  why  does  not 
the  Senator  favor  changing  the  law  to 
exclude  small  tobacco  and  cotton  farm¬ 
ers,  on  the  same  basis? 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Tobacco  is  a  business  of 
small  producers.  It  is  not  a  business  of 
the  great,  large  producers. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  From  the  standpoint 
of  principle,  that  argument  will  not 
stand  up. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  No  one 
can  raise  even  one -eighth  of  an  acre  of 
tobacco  unless  he  has  an  allotment. 
Wheat  is  the  only  basic  commodity  in  the 
United  States  which  gives  everyone  a 
free  ride.  Wheat  is  raised  all  over  the 
United  States.  Anyone  can  raise  15  acres 
of  wheat  and  sell  it  free  of  penalty.  Now 
everyone  will  be  able  to  raise  all  he 
wants. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Apply  that  to  the  cot¬ 
ton  farmers  along  the  Mississippi  Delta, 
in  California,  and  elsewhere. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  If  the 
Senator  will  apply  the  same  provision  to 


all  the  other  basic  commodities,  I  will 
vote  with  him. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  did  not  make  the 
law;  but  the  law  is  effective  in  that  re¬ 
spect.  I  am  simply  trying  to  cure  it  so 
far  as  wheat  is  concerned.  From  the 
standpoint  of  principle,  no  one  can  argue 
successfully  against  what  is  involved  in 
this  amendment. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  It-  is  necessary  to  con¬ 
sider  the  evidence  before  deciding 
whether  an  argument  is  successful  or 
unsuccessful.  -  From  my  standpoint,  the 
argument  the  Senator  from  Illinois  ad¬ 
vances  is  entirely  unsuccessful. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  It  is  not  unsuccessful. 
What  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota  is 
trying  to  do  is  to  keep  in  the  hands  of  the 
big  wheat  farmers  the  control  of  the 
referendum.  That  is  just  as  transparent 
as  crystal. 

We  took  a  barge  at  the  big  farmers 
in  the  Williams  amendment  today.  This 
is  a  good  time  to  take  a  second  blow  from 
the  standpoint  of  principle.  How  can 
we  exclude  the  wheat  farmer  if  he  quali¬ 
fies  by  having  been  a  wheat  producer 
the  year  before?  In  the  case  of  farmers 
having  14  acres,  13  acres,  12  acres,  and 
less,  81  percent  of  the  farmers  of  my 
State  are  disqualified  from  voting.  Nine 
out  of  ten  farmers  in  North  Carolina 
are  disqualified  from  voting.  Ninety  per¬ 
cent  of  the  farmers  in  Pennsylvania  are 
disqualified  from  voting  under  the  exist¬ 
ing  law.  Seventy-seven  percent  of  the 
farmers  in  Utah  are  disqualified.  Those 
are  the  figures.  In  New  York,  the  situa¬ 
tion  is  the  same. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  The  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois  has  attributed  to  me  a  statement 
which  is  entirely  out  of  context.  I  am 
not  advocating  that  the  decision  be  made  * 
entirely  by  the  big  wheat  farmers.  It 
depends  entirely  on  how  the  word  “big” 
is  defined. 

The  Senator  from  Illinois,  with  a  lot 
of  oratorical  flourish,  prolonged  by  ora¬ 
torical  “oomph,”  gestures,  emphasis,  and 
all  those  things,  makes  the  situation  seem 
at  first  as  though  we  are  limiting  the 
referendums  to  the  decisions  of  farmers 
having  a  thousand  or  10,000  acres  of 
wheat.  Actually,  all  we  are  trying  to 
do  is  to  have  the  decisions  made  by 
the  farmers  who  are  a  part  of  the  wheat 
industry  and  who  depend  on  it  for  a  live¬ 
lihood. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  The  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  is  by  all  odds  one  of  the 
most  skillful  debaters  I  have  ever  known. 
He  wrote  a  handbook  on  debating.  The 
first  thing  one  learns  in  college  debat¬ 
ing  is  how  to  beg  the  question.  The 
Senator  is  doing  a  classical  job  this 
afternoon.  He  is  so  far  from  principle 
that  it  is  not  even  funny.  But  I  am 
willing  to  close  the  case  right  here. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mi-.  DIRKSEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Will  the  Senator, 
from  the  figures  he  has,  tell  me - 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Does  the  Senator 
want  to  know  how  the  great  Buckeye 
State  stands  with  respect  to  voting  in  the 
wheat  referendum? 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Yes;  how  does  the 
great  Buckeye  State  stand? 
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Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  shall  certainly  tell 
the  Senator,  because  I  have  the  figures 
here. 

Ohio  has  approximately  157,000  farms. 
One  hundred  and  twenty-seven  thous¬ 
and  farmers  would  be  eligible,  normally, 
to  vote.  Eighty-one  percent  of  the 
farmers  of  Ohio  are  disqualified  under 
existing  law  because  of  the  15-acre  limi¬ 
tation. 

Mr.  President,  I  shall  not  ask  for  a 
yea  and  nay  vote.  I  simply  make  the 
case  on  principle.  I  am  ready  to  stand 
by  it. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  What  was  the  per¬ 
centage  in  Ohio,  please? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Eighty-one  percent 
of  the  farmers  of  Ohio  are  disqualified. 
In  Illinois  77  percent  cannot  vote  under 
existing  law.  This  is  the  list  of  farmers 
who  were  growers  of  wheat  in  the  prior 
calendar  year. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Is  it  possible  that  the 
large  number  of  wheat  growers  in  Ohio — 
81  percent — who  are  disqualified  grow 
a  substantial  acreage  of  wheat? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Oh,  yes;  they  grow 
a  substantial  acreage  of  wheat  in  Ohio, 
just  as  is  the  case  in  Illinois. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  So  the  amount  might 
comprise  127,000  times  14  acres? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  That  could  very  well 
be;  I  do  not  know.  But  it  is  necessary 
for  a  farmer  to  have  15  acres  in  order 
to  be  eligible  to  vote.  That  leaves  the 
wheat  referendum  program  in  the  hands 
of  the  large  producers.  If  that  is  “demo¬ 
cratic,”  I  eat  it. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  before 
voting  on  this  question,  there  is  one  mat¬ 
ter  which  should  be  cleared  up.  Under 
the  bill  as  reported  by  the  committee,  the 
amount  of  wheat  which  a  farmer  can 
raise  without  a  quota  is  reduced  from  15 
acres  to  12.  It  is  my  understanding  that 
those  who  are  reduced  to  12  acres  from 
15  will  have  the  right  to  vote  in  refer- 
endums.  They  will  be  added  to  the 
90,000  voters,  if  I  am  correctly  informed. 
I  have  not  verified  the  figures.  But 
those  whose  acreage  allotments  are  arbi¬ 
trarily  reduced  from  15  to  12  acres  will  be 
permitted  to  vote.  I  should  like  to  ask 
the  chairman  of  the  committee  if  that 
is  not  his  understanding. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Those  farmers 
whose  allotments  exceed  12  acres  will  be 
eligible  to  vote. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  That  is  correct.  So  if  a 
fanner  has  13,  14,  or  15  acres,  and 
above,  he  will  be  entitled  to  vote. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  comment? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  am  happy  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Illinois  has  offered  this  amend¬ 
ment,  because  in  the  discussion  it  has 
been  made  perfectly  apparent,  first,  that 
the  wheat  program  is  not  democratic 
and  never  was  intended  to  be;  second, 
that  the  artificiality  of  the  program  has 
forced  the  production  of  wheat  into  areas 
and  amounts  which  would  never  have 
been  the  case  but  for  such  an  artificial, 
man-made  and  surplus-producing  pro¬ 
gram;  and  third,  that  this  is  simply  a 
fair  illustration  of  what  has  happened 
not  only  in  this  field,  but  also  in  the 
field  of  corn,  small  grains,  and  other 
commodities. 


For  instance,  last  year  in  my  State  of 
Florida  five  counties  became  commercial 
corn  counties.  Nationwide,  there  were 
38  new  commercial  com  counties  for  the 
first  time  last  year,  most  of  them  in 
areas  which  never  should  have  been 
heavy  corn-producing  counties.  This 
situation  was  created  by  the  artificiality 
of  a  program  which  has  never  been 
democratic  and  has  never  been  fair  to 
the  people  and  to  the  lands  which  were 
traditional  and  natural  producers  on  the 
most  economical  basis  possible. 

I  am  happy  that  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  has  brought  out  the  point  so 
clearly  evidenced  by  those  opposing 
him — those  whose  States  have  large 
farms  producing  wheat — that  to  admit  a 
democratic  revision  in  the  voting  plan 
would  mean  the  death  of  the  wheat  pro¬ 
gram.  That,  I  think,  is  an  end  winch 
we  shall  all  wish  may  be  attained,  be¬ 
fore  very  long.  I  believe  that  the  ma¬ 
jority  of  Americans  already  feel  that 
way.  My  own  feeling  has  been  very 
keenly  in  sympathy  with  the  frustrations 
so  clearly  evidenced  by  the  Senator  from 
Indiana  [Mr.  Capehart]  in  speaking  to 
his  amendment.  I  think,  however,  we 
should  attack  the  problem  a  step  at  a 
time.  I  believe  the  step  which  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Illinois  is  suggesting  is  but 
one  of  the  steps  by  which  a  more  suc¬ 
cessful  solution  of  the  problem  may  be 
reached.  I  commend  him  warmly  for 
having  offered  the  amendment. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Florida. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  5  minutes  to  the  Senator  from 
North  Dakota. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  I  am 
wondering  why  the  sponsors  of  the 
amendment,  who  are  being  so  democratic 
this  evening,  do  not  go  all  the  way  and 
follow  all  the  proposals  made  by  the 
American  Farm  Bureau  Federation  and 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  shall  do  so  later. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Since 
they  are  proposing  this  amendment,  they 
should  go  a  step  further  and  adopt  the 
15-acre  provision  entirely.  If  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Illinois  wants  to  go  all  the 
way,  I  will  go  with  him.  That  would 
be  good  for  the  wheat  farmers  of  the 
United  States.  But  I  do  not  know  why 
it  is  desired  to  pick  out  one  particular 
commodity,  which  the  Farm  Bureau  and 
the  Secretary  want,  and  not  go  all  the 
way  and  abolish  all  the  other  controls 
which  they  want  abolished,  too.  Will 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  answer? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  have  no  answer  to 
that.  I  simply  take  up  one  thing  at  a 
time.  If  a  proposal  is  founded  in  hard 
truth  and  principle,  what  is  wrong  with 
it?  Why  not  accept  it?  Then  we  will 
get  around  to  the  other  matters. 

I  am  not  even  a  member  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry, 
strangely  enough;  yet  I  find  myself  to¬ 
day  presenting  the  administration’s  pro¬ 
gram.  I  shall  present  it  directly.  I  am 
sorry  it  comes  at  the  end  of  the  day. 

We  have  had  a  two-price  system.  We 
have  had  a  suggestion  from  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Capehart]  to 
freeze  great  hoards  of  commodities  and 
to  give  the  President  the  authority  to 


dispose  of  them;  then  to  wipe  the  slate 
clean  of  allotments  and  price  supports, 
and  all  the  rest. 

We  have  also  had  the  Humphrey  pro¬ 
posal  today.  Now  I  am  about  to  present 
the  administration’s  proposal. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  The 
Senator  is  talking  on  my  time. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  am  sorry. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Does 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  favor  the  farm 
bill  proposal  of  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  which  would  abolish  the  15-acre 
provision  for  wheat? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  To  abolish  it? 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Yes. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  He  would  not  abolish 
the  15-acre  provision. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Yes, 
as  proposed  by  both  Secretary  Benson 
and  the  American  Farm  Bureau  Federa¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  can  only  say  to  my 
friend  that  in  the  amendment  which 
bears  my  name,  the  marketing  quota  ex¬ 
emption  is  up  to  15  acres. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  But 
both  of  them  recommended  to  the  com¬ 
mittee  the  abolishment  of  the  15-acre 
provision.  I  think  that  is  a  step  in  the 
right  direction;  if  we  wish  to  consider 
your  note  proposal,  we  should  go  all  the 
way  with  the  recommendation,  and 
should  not  simply  pick  out  something 
that  would  help  Illinois  or  some  other 
State. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Why  did  the  commit¬ 
tee  bring  in  the  provision?  I  did  not 
write  the  bill. 

But,  Mr.  President,  I  will  willing  to 
yield  back  the  remainder  of  the  time 
available  to  me,  and  to  have  the  vote  on 
the  amendment  taken. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mi’.  President,  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Illinois  has 
greatly  stressed  the  democratic  proc¬ 
esses,  and  has  called  attention  to  the 
great  harm  and  injustice  being  done  to 
the  15-acre  wheat  growers  in  Ohio,  Illi¬ 
nois,  and  Indiana.  That  is  one  of  the 
problems  in  the  entire  picture;  but  I 
point  out  that  the  15-acre  wheat  growers 
have  no  marketing  quotas  and  no  penal¬ 
ties  applied  to  them,  whereas  any 
grower  who  is  not  in  the  15-acre  area  is 
subject  to  quotas  and  penalties;  and  he 
cannot  even  grow  wheat  for  feed,  out¬ 
side  his  quota.  So  there  is  a  great  dif¬ 
ference,  in  terms  of  democracy,  between 
the  restrictions  to  which  they  are  sub¬ 
jected  and  permitting  those  who  are  not 
subjected  to  any  such  restrictions  to  be 
free  to  grow  wheat — to  be  freeloaders, 
so  to  speak. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  does 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  intend  to  have 
the  penalties  for  overplanting  applied  to 
farmers  who  have  quotas  of  10  acres  or 
less? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  The  amendment  will 
leave  the  law  exactly  where  it  is  now. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  But  at  the  present 
time  the  law  does  not  apply  a  penalty  to 
them.  The  ones  with  less  than  12  acres’ 
are  not  allowed  to  vote  on  marketing 
quotas — simply  because  the  law  exempts 
them  from  any  penalty. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Their  status  will 
continue  to  be  the  same  as  it  is  now. 
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Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Not  under  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Illinois. 
Under  his  amendment,  those  with  12 
acres  or  less  would  be  able  to  determine 
the  penalties  to  be  applied  to  those  with 
12  acres  or  more,  but  would  not  be  re¬ 
quired  to  accept  any  penalties  them¬ 
selves  for  overplanting  on  their  quotas. 
In  other  words,  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  would  permit  such 
farmers  to  say,  “I  want  all  the  benefits 
of  price  supports  and  programs;  but  if  I 
cheat,  don’t  penalize  me;  only  penalize 
those  with  12  acres  or  more.”  That  is 
what  the  Senator’s  amendment  would 
do. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  in 
view  of  the  Senator’s  feeling  that  this  is 
democratically  desirable,  why  do  not 
Senators  take  care  of  this  provision  in 
the  committee? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  There  is  a  good 
reason. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Why? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Because  the  com¬ 
mittee  has  reviewed  for  about  20  years 
the  matter  of  the  12 -acre  limitation  and 
the  15-acre  limitation;  and  in  that  20- 
year  period  the  committee  has  had  a 
fairly  good  idea  of  what  it  was  doing. 
The  small  farmer  with  15  acres  or  less 
primarily  uses  what  he  produces  on  his 
own  farm,  merely  for  his  own  purposes; 
and  he  is  not  what  could  be  called  a 
genuine  producer,  in  the  sense  of  taking 
his  crop  to  the  elevator  or  marketing 
it.  So  he  has  been  exempted  from  the 
penalty  provisions  of  the  program. 

Since  he  was  exempted  from  the  pen¬ 
alty  provisions  of  the  program  and  was 
not  considered  to  be  an  active  partici¬ 
pant,  and  because  he  was  not  subjected 
to  the  penalties,  he  was  not  included 
among  those  who  were  allowed  to  vote 
on  the  program. 

.  Mr.  President,  I  do  not  think  that  a 
farmer  with  80  acres  in  Minnesota  is 
considered  a  big  farmer.  Of  course, 
whenever  there  is  big  business,  it  is  con¬ 
sidered  as  efficiency.  I  have  heard  won¬ 
derful  statements  in  this  body  about 
General  Electric,  General  Motors,  Gen¬ 
eral  Foods,  and  some  other  generals — 
five  star  generals.  But  when  a  farmer 
has  100  acres,  all  at  once  he  is  considered 
to  be  a  big,  big  farmer;  and,  somehow 
or  other,  that  is  considered  to  be  quite 
bad.  But  to  me,  it  is  quite  good. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  am  at 
a  loss  to  know  what  General  Motors  has 
to  do  with  15  acres  of  wheat. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  One  never  can  tell. 
[Laughter.] 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  all  that 
is  merely  a  lot  of  cheese  paring. 

The  choice  to  be  made  is  on  the  ques¬ 
tion  of  whether  to  give  the  15-acre  wheat 
farmer  a  chance  to  vote  in  the  referen¬ 
dum.  Let  Senators  vote  for  or  vote 
against  the  amendment,  as  they  wish.  I 
have  no  pride  of  authorship  in  it,  except 
as  a  matter  of  principle. 

The  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
Michigan  [Mr.  Hart],  which  was  adopt¬ 
ed  earlier  this  afternoon,  would  remove 
the  30-acre  limitation  which  resulted  in 
Mr.  Yankus’  going  to  Australia.  So  the 
Senate  has  voted  to  remove  one  lid;  and 
I  propose  that  the  other  one  be  removed. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  yield  to  me? 


Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  For  20  years  this 
problem  has  been  studied;  and  I  should 
like  to  ask  whether  during  that  time  the 
situation  of  the  wheat  farmers  and  the 
other  farmers  has  been  improved. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  want 
the  Senator  from  Ohio  to  be  here  when 
I  offer  my  other  amendment,  because  in 
that  connection  I  wish  to  read  a  para¬ 
graph  which  is  21  years  old. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  back  the  re¬ 
mainder  of  the  time  available  to  me  on 
the  pending  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
DirksenJ .  [Putting  the  question.] 

The  “noes”  appear  to  have  it;  and  the 
“noes”  have  it,  and  the  amendment  is 
rejected.  • 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  sub¬ 
mit  an  amendment  in  the  nature  of  a 
substitute,  which  I  send  to  the  desk. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  from  Illinois  be  so 
kind  as  to  withhold  that  amendment 
until  we  can  submit  a  technical  amend¬ 
ment  upon  which  we  have  agreed? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Certainly. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
send  to  the  desk  a  technical  amend¬ 
ment  for  which  I  request  immediate 
consideration. 

Let  me  say  that  the  amendment  is  the 
substance  of  the  amendment  which  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  [Mr.  Williams], 
the  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr.  Aiken], 
and  I  discussed  earlier , today;  it  relates 
to  the  cooperatives  under  the  $35,000 
limitation. 

I  now  understand  from  the  Senator 
from  Delaware  that  this  amendment  has 
been  checked  with  the  technicians  in 
the  Department,  as  well  as  with  his  own 
staff  and  with  the  committee’s  staff,  and 
that  the  revised  amendment,  as  the  Sen¬ 
ator  went  over  it,  is  acceptable.  Is  that 
correct? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  have 
talked  with  the  Department;  and  while 
they  do  not  think  that  additional  lan¬ 
guage  is  necessary,  since  question  was 
raised  on  the  floor,  there  was  no  objec¬ 
tion  to  including  it.  It  merely  spells  out 
specifically  what  we  intended  to  do. 

.  Mr.  HUMPHREY.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  It  does 
not  go  beyond  that. 

I  understand  that  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  is  offering  the  first  phase 
only  of  his  proposal. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Yes.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  should  like  to  have  the  amend¬ 
ment  read  at  this  time,  so  Senators  may 
be  familiar  with  it. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  submitted  by  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  Following 
the  period  at  the  end  of  the  amendment 
of  Mr.  Williams  of  Delaware,  it  is  prcf 
posed  to  insert  the  following: 

In  the  ease  of  any  loan  to,  or  purchase 
from,  a  cooperative  marketing  organization 
the  limitation  of  $35,000  shall  not  apply  |o 
the  amount  of  price  support  extended  to 
the  cooperative  marketing  organization,  but 
the  amount  of  price  support  made  available 
to  any  person  through  such  cooperative 
marketing  organization  shall  be  included  ill 
determining  the  amount  of  price  supporj 


extended  to  such  person  for  the  purpose  of 
applying  such  limitation. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President, 
this  amendment  is  the  revised  version 
which  eliminates  some  of  the  language 
which  I  believe  could  have  been  inter¬ 
preted — according  to  the  Department 
technicians — as  being  somewhat  diffi¬ 
cult  to  handle.  For  example,  the  word 
“partnerships”  is  now  excluded. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  No; 
the  amendment  merely  adds  a  provision 
at  the  end  of  my  amendment;  the  pend¬ 
ing  amendment  does  not  eliminate  any 
of  the  language  of  the  other  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  was  referring  to 
the  amendment  I  previously  offered,  and 
then  withdrew. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Oh, 
yes. 

But  this  amendment  provides  that  if 
a  group  of  individuals  wish  to  operate 
as  a  cooperative  group,  they  can  still 
receive  the  benefit  of  the  $35,000  ceil¬ 
ing. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Yes,  as  individ¬ 
uals. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  That 
is  correct — as  individuals. 

However,  if  a  fanner  is  a  member  of 
a  cooperative,  and  if  he  markets  $15,000 
of  his  products  through  the  cooperative, 
he  will  then  have  remaining  only  $20,- 
000;  in  other  words,  all  his  transactions, 
whether  individual  transactions  or 
transactions  through  the  cooperative, 
on  all  commodities  will  be  totaled;  and 
his  total  transactions  will  not  be  al¬ 
lowed  to  exceed  the  $35,000  ceiling. 

As  I  have  explained,  the  amendment 
I  submitted  subjected  all  his  transac¬ 
tions  to  the  $35,000  ceiling;  and  the 
pending  amendment  will  not  in  any  way 
change  the  application  of  the  $35,000 
ceiling  to  the  farmer’s  total  transac¬ 
tions. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  back  the  re¬ 
mainder  of  the  time  available  to  me. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Minnesota 
[Mr.  Humphrey]. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
thank  the  Senator  from  Illinois  for  his 
courtesy  in  permitting  me  to  have  that 
amendment  acted  on  at  this  point. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  sub¬ 
mit  the  amendment  which  I  send  to  the 
desk.  The  amendment  is  in  the  nature 
of  a  substitute.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
-em,  u..;L  Un  . ...  .  rlnawij;  be  printed  in 
me  Record,  without  being  read  by  the 
/lerk.  . 

f  The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  submitted  by  Mr. 
Dirksen  is  to  strike  out  all  after  the  en¬ 
acting  clause  and  insert  the  following: 

That  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Agri¬ 
cultural  Act  of  1959.” 

X  TITLE  I - WHEAT 

Discontinuance  of  acreage  allotments  and 
marketing  quotas  on  wheat 

Sec.  101.  The  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 
of  1938,  as  amended,  is  amended— 

(1)  by  amending  subsection  (f)  of  section 
335  by  deleting  item  (1)  and  renumbering 
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items  (2),  (3) ..and  (4)  as  items  (1),  (2),  and 
(3),  respectively; 

(2)  by  adding  the  following  new  section: 

"Sec.  339.  Notwithstanding  any  other  pro¬ 
vision  of  law,  acreage  allotments  and  market¬ 
ing  quotas  shall  not  be  established  for  the 
1963  and  subsequent  crops  of  wheat.” 

Price  support 

Sec.  102.  Title  I  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of 
1949,  as  amended,  is  further  amended  by  add¬ 
ing  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

"Sec.  106.  Notwithstanding  the  provisions 
of  section  101  of  this  Act,  price  support  for 
wheat  shall  be  as  follows: 

"(a)  The  level  of  price  support  to  co- 
operators  for  the  1960  crop,  the  1961  crop, 
and  the  1962  crop  of  wheat,  respectively,  if 
producers  have  not  disapproved  marketing 
quotas  for  such  crop,  shall  be  75  per  centum 
of  the  average  price  received  for  wheat  by 
farmers  during  the  3  marketing  years 
immediately  preceding  the  marketing  year 
for  such  crop.  Price  support  for  each  such 
crop  of  wheat  in  case  marketing  quotas  are 
disapproved,  in  the  case  of  noncooperators 
and  in  the  case  of  cooperators  outside  the 
commercial  wheat-producing  area  shall  be  as 
provided  in  section  101(d)  (3),  (5),  and  (7). 

“(b)  The  level  of  price  support  to  pro¬ 
ducers  for  the  1963  crop  and  each  subse¬ 
quent  crop  of  wheat  shall  be  90  per  centum 
of  the  average  price  received  for  wheat  by 
farmers  during  the  3  marketing  years  im¬ 
mediately  preceding  the  marketing  year  for 
such  crop. 

The  Secretary  shall  determine  and  announce 
the  price  support  level  for  each  crop  of 
wheat  in  advance  of  the  planting  season 
on  the  basis  of  the  statistics  and  other  in¬ 
formation  available  at  that  time,  and  such 
price  support  level  shall  be  final.” 

TITLE  n - CONSERVATION  RESERVE  PROGRAM 

Sec.  103.  The  Agricultural  Act  of  1949, 
as  amended,  is  amended,  effective  begin¬ 
ning  with  1960  production,  by  inserting 
after  section  420  the  following  new  section: 

“Sec.  421.  The  total  amount  of  price  sup¬ 
port  extended  to  any  person  on  any  year’s 
production  of  agricultural  commodities 
through  loans  or  purchases  made  or  made 
available  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion,  or  other  agency  of  the  United  States 
Department  of  Agriculture,  shall  not  exceed 
$35,000.  The  term  ‘person’  shall  mean  any 
individual,  partnership,  firm,  joint-stock 
company,  corporation,  association,  trust, 
estate,  or  other  legal  entity  or  a  State,  po¬ 
litical  subdivision  of  a  State,  or  any  agency 
thereof.  The  Secretary  shall  issue  regula¬ 
tions  prescribing  such  rules  as  he  deter¬ 
mines  necessary  to  assure  a  fair  and  effective 
application  of  such  limitation,  and  to  pre¬ 
vent  the  evasion  of  such  limitation.” 

Sec.  202.  Section  109  of  the  Soil  Bank 
Act  is  amended — 

(1)  by  amending  subsection  (a)  to  read 
as  follows: 

"(a)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  for¬ 
mulate  and  announce  programs  under  this 
subtitle  B  and  to  enter  into  contracts  there¬ 
under  with  producers  during  the  eight-year 
period  1956-1963  to  be  carried  out  during 
the  period  ending  not  later  than  December 
31,  1972,  except  that  contracts  for  the 
establishment  of  tree  cover  may  continue 
until  December  31,  1977.”; 

(2)  by  striking  out  in  subsection  (c) 
"$450,000,000”,  and  substituting  in  lieu 
thereof  “$500,000,000”. 

TITLE  in - EXTENSION  OF  PUBLIC  LAW  4  80 

Sec.  301.  The  Agricultural  Trade  De¬ 
velopment  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as 
amended,  is  amended\as  follows: 

(1)  Sections  109  and  204  of  such  Act  are 
amended  by  striking  out  "1959”  and  sub¬ 
stituting  in  lieu  thereof  "1962”. 

(2)  Section  103(b)  of  such  Act  is  amended 
by  striking  out  “1959”  and  substituing  in 
lieu  thereof  "1962”  and  by  striking  out 


"$2,250,000,000”  and  inserting  in  lieu  there¬ 
of  “$6,750,000,000”. 

(3)  Section  203  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 
striking  out  “$800,000,000”  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  “$1,500,000,000”. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  shall 
be  very  brief,  I  hope,  and  if  I  do  not  get 
into  a  complicated  colloquy,  I  think  I  can 
complete  my  remarks  in  short  order. 

As  sort  of  a  test,  I  am  going  to  use  the 
question  raised  by  our  distinguished 
friend  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Lausche]  when 
he  asked,  “Has  there  been  any  improve¬ 
ment  in  all  this  in  the  past  20  years?” 

I  review  the  legislative  findings  relat¬ 
ing  to  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 
of  1938.  I  was  a  Member  of  the  House 
when  that  bill  was  enacted  into  law,  and 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  [Mr.  Anderson]  may  have  been 
there  at  the  time.  Our  distinguished 
friend  from  Washington  [Mr.  Magntj- 
son]  was  there. 

Here  are  the  legislative  findings.  This 
started  21  years  ago  : 

Abnormally  excessive  supplies  overtax  the 
facilities  of  interstate  and  foreign  transpor¬ 
tation,  congest  terminal  markets  and  milling 
centers  in  the  flow  of  wheat  from  producers 
to  consumers,  depress  the  price  of  wheat  in 
interstate  and  foreign  commerce,  and  other¬ 
wise  disrupt  the  orderly  marketing  of  such 
commodity  in  such  commerce. 

Such  surpluses  result  in  disastrously  low 
purchasing  power  of  grain  producers  for  in¬ 
dustrial  products,  and  reduce  the  value  of 
the  agricultural  assets  supporting  the  na¬ 
tional  credit  structure. 

That  sounds  like  the  statement  which 
was  made  here  this  afternoon.  So  after 
all  these  years  this  program  has  been 
pretty  much  of  a  failure. 

It  seems  to  me,  after  all  the  efforts 
which  have  been  made,  the  sensible 
thing  would  be  to  leave  the  department 
charged  with  the  responsibility  over  ag¬ 
riculture  to  have  its  substitute  adopted 
in  the  form  of  permanent  legislation. 

This  is  what  the  substitute  does.  I 
shall  not  weary  Senators  with  long  de¬ 
tail. 

It  is  proposed  as  a  permanent  law,  to 
have  55  million  acres  for  1960,  1961,  and 
1962,  and  after  that  the  allotments 
would  be  eliminated. 

Seventy-five  percent  of  parity  sup¬ 
ports  are  proposed,  based  upon  the  im¬ 
mediately  preceding  3 -year  average 
prices,  until  1962.  Then  allotments 
would  come  off,  and  parity  supports  or 
average  market  supports  would  go  to 
90  percent. 

The  marketing  quota  exemption 
would  be  up  to  15  acres,  with  general 
authority  in  existing  law  to  take  care 
of  and  control  diverted  acres. 

It  is  estimated  that  if  we  follow  that 
program  we  shall  save  from  $200  mil¬ 
lion  to  $250  million  a  year,  and  more 
in  later  years. 

-  So  much  for  wheat. 

The  proposal  also  relates  to  the  con¬ 
servation  reserve  program,  which  will 
expire  on  December  31,  1960.  This  pro¬ 
posal  would  extend  the  control  authority 
for  3  years. 

Maximum  annual  payments  would  be 
raised  from  $450  million  to  $500  million 
in  any  calendar  year. 

There  was  contained  in  one  paragraph 
specific  authority  to  permit  discourag¬ 
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ing  wheat  production  in  given  States 
and  regions.  I  struck  that  out. 
Frankly,  I  do  not  know  what  was  con¬ 
trived  there,  but  I  want  to  be  sure  I  am 
not  in  the  comer  of  those  trying  to  dis¬ 
courage  any  State  or  region.  So  I 
struck  it  out. 

Then  there  is  a  provision  which  ex¬ 
tends  Public  Law  480.  The  expiration 
date  is  December  31,  1959.  We  would 
extend  it  3  years. 

The  amendment  would  increase  the 
amount  authorized  to  be  expended  un¬ 
der  title  I  of  the  Public  Law  480  by 
$4,500  million. 

It  would  extend  title  H  of  the  act  for 
3  years. 

It  would  increase  the  amount  au¬ 
thorized  to  be  expended  under  title  II  of 
such  act  from  $800  million  to  $1,500 
million. 

So  there  is  included  in  the  proposal 
changes  in  Public  Law  480,  the  con¬ 
servation  reserve  program,  and  the 
wheat  program,  plus  the  Williams 
amendment. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  The  proposal  is  to 
increase  the  amount  to  be  expended  un¬ 
der  title  I  by  $4  billion.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Yes;  it  would  in¬ 
crease  the  amount  authorized  to  be  ex¬ 
pended  under  title  I  by  $4,500  million, 
and,  under  title  n,  from  $800  million  to 
$1,500  million. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Is  the  proposal  to 
extend  the  program  for  3  years? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Is  the  Senator  speak¬ 
ing  of  Public  Law  480  or  the  conservation 
reserve? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Title  3  of  Public 
Law  480. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  The  proposal  is  to 
extend  title  1  for  3  years. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Congress  usually 
extends  it  year  by  year. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  It  is  proposed  to  ex¬ 
tend  it  for  3  years. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  The  proposal  is  to 
extend  it  to  1962.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Yes. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  How  much  does 
the  proposal  provide  for  each  year? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  do  not  have  it 
broken  down  in  that  way,  but,  under 
title  1,  the  amount  to  be  authorized  to 
be  expended  would  be  increased  by 
$4,500  million.  Title  2  of  Public  Law 
480  would  be  extended  for  3  years. 
Then,  under  title  2,  it  is  proposed  to  in¬ 
crease  the  amount  authorized  to  be  ex¬ 
pended  from  $800  million  to  $1,500 
mj^lion. 

•^Mr.  HUMPHREY.  May  I  ask  the 
Senator  if  this  is  the  administration 
program? 

\fr.  DIRKSEN.  Yes. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  When  did  the  ad¬ 
ministration  change  its  mind,  because 
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the  last  notice  we  had  was  a  1-year  ex- 
.  tension?  I  ask  the  question  only  as  a 
matter  of  interest,  because  I  am  pleased 
with  the  proposed  3 -year  extension. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  do  not  know  when 
or  if  the  administration,  changed  its 
mind.  All  I  know  is  what  I  have  before 
me. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  Senator  is 
reading  from  a  paper.  The  committee 
had  recommendations  from  the  Secre¬ 
tary  for  a  1-year  extension.  I  wondered 
if  the  Secretary  had  changed  his  mind. 
If  so,  I  wanted  to  stand  up  and  congratu¬ 
late  him  and  wish  him  well.  We  hope  to 
be  able  to  extend  the  authority  for  3 
years, 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  The  Secretary  has 
never  indicated  to  me  anything  other 
than  a  3-year  extension. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  In  his  testimony 
his  recommendation  was  a  1-year  exten¬ 
sion. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  was  not  there. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  gather  his  testi¬ 
mony  was  rather  official,  or  was  he 
merely  visiting  with  us? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  would  not  know. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  would  like  to 
know  when  he  is  merely  visiting  with  us, 
because  we  have  such  pleasant  visits. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  All  I  know  is  what  I 
know. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Is  the  Senator  able 
to  tell,  from  the  report  he  had  from  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  whether  the 
bill  as  now  pending  before- the  Senate, 
without  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
Senator  from  Illinois,  will  increase  the 
existing  cost  of  the  support  program? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  The  best  estimate  I 
have  is  that  the  Department  believes  this 
proposal  will  increase  the  cost  from  $150 
million  to  $200  million.  I  do  not  have 
the  figures  broken  down.  I  have  to  rely 
entirely  on  the  personnel  who  worked  on 
the  program. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  My  question  is 
whether  the  bill  which  is  now  pending, 
without  the  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  Illinois,  will  lower  the  cost  to  the 
taxpayers  or  increase  it. 

Mr .  DIRKSEN.  The  Department 
takes  the  position  that  it  will  increase 
the  cost. 

My  friend  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
rMr.  Ellender]  shakes  his  head  and  in¬ 
dicates  “no”  to  that  statement,  but  the 
figures  I  have  in  front  of  me  are  all  I 
have,  and  they  are  not  broken  down. 
They  indicate  the  cost  would  be  in¬ 
creased,  whereas  the  administration 
proposal  would  decrease  the  cost  by  from 
$200  million  to  $250  million. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Am  I  to  understand 
that  the  bill  now  pending  before  the 
Senate,  if  passed,  will  increase  the  cost 
by  $50  million,  while  the  amendment 
proposed  by  the  administration  will  de¬ 
crease  the  cost  by  $200  million? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  On  the  basis  of  rep¬ 
resentations  and  figures  that  have  been 
submitted  to  me,  the  Senator  from  Ohio 
is  correct,  although  the  chairman  of  the 
committee,  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
fMr.  Ellender],  shakes  his  head  to  in¬ 
dicate  that  is  probably  not  the  fact.  But 


I  base  my  statement  entirely  on  the 
figures  that  have  come  from  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Then,  if  one  is  in¬ 
clined  to  reduce  the  cost  to  the  tax¬ 
payers — 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  He  would  vote  for  my 
substitute. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  And  that  would  re¬ 
duce  the  cost  by  $200  million,  as  declared 
by  the  Department  of  Agriculture.  Is 
that  correct? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Yes,  and  more  in  later 
years.  It  also  has  the  advantage  of  ex¬ 
tending  Public  Law  480. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  should  like  to  ask 
one  other  question.  Does  the  bill  pend¬ 
ing  before  the  Senate  in  any  way  control 
what  shall  be  done  with  the  acreage 
taken  out  of  production  in  order  to 
qualify? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  think  that  question 
would  almost  have  to  be  addressed  to  the 
chairman  of  the  committee.  The  Sena¬ 
tor  is  talking  about  the  diverted  acres, 
and  whether  they  shall  be  controlled  so 
far  as  other  price  supported  commodi¬ 
ties  are  concerned. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Under  the  existing 
bill,  can  a  farmer  say,  “I  will  go  under 
the  price  support  program  and  take  out 
20  percent  of  my  acres,  but  I  am  going 
to  plant  the  20  percent  of  the  acres  to 
other  subsidized  products”? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  think  the  bill  which 
came  from  the  committee,  even  if  it 
might  not  clear,  undertakes  to  make 
sure  that  diverted  acres  will  not  be  di¬ 
verted  to  price  supported  crops. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  do  not  think  that  is 
the  case. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  If  I  am  mistaken,  the 
Senator  will  have  to  ask  the  chairman 
of  the  committee. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  not  correct. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  It  is  not? 

Mi-.  ELLENDER.  No.  The  amend¬ 
ment  presented  by  the  distinguished 
Senatqr  from  Minnesota  provided  that 
the  diverted  acres  could  not  be  planted 
to  a  crop  for  which  price  support  is  avail¬ 
able,  but  the  amendment  provided  fur¬ 
ther  if  the  farmer  did  not  use  the  land 
at  all,  he  would  receive  a  payment  in 
kind,  equal  to  one-third  of  the  crop  the 
land  would  produce  if  planted  to  wheat 
or  corn,  for  instance. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  My  question  is,  does 
the  pending  bill  in  any  manner  give  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  the  right  to 
prohibit  the  planting  of  the  withdrawn 
acreage? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  It  does  not  change 
the  existing  law  in  that  respect. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  So  the  farmer  can  get 
the  increased  subsidy  payment  by  taking 
the  acreage  out  of  production  of  wheat, 
and  then  plant  other  products? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  He  could  plant  any¬ 
thing  he  desired. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  So  while  we  would 
be  reducing  the  wheat  planting  we  would 
allow  the  farmer  to  increase  his  plant¬ 
ing  on  the  total  acreage? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  farmer  could 
plant  corn,  if  he  desired,  or  almost  any¬ 
thing  else. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  to  me? 


Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
the  Senator  from  New  York  2  minutes  or 
3  minutes  from  the  time  on  the  bill. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I,  in  part, 
represent  a  State  which  is  essentially  a 
consumer  of  farm  products,  both  with 
respect  to  urban  and  suburban  popula¬ 
tion,  and  with  respect  to  farming  popu¬ 
lation,  which  is  largely  engaged  in  dairy¬ 
ing,  poultry  raising,  and  similar  activi¬ 
ties. 

Mr.  President,  I  shall  support  the  sub¬ 
stitute  proposed  by  the  minority  leader 
on  the  part  of  the  administration. 

I  do  not  hesitate  to  speak  with  regard 
to  this  bill,  though  it  is  an  agricultural 
bill.  When  I  was  a  Member  of  the  other 
body  I  did  the  same  thing.  I  deprecate 
the  fact  that  unfortunately  the  repre¬ 
sentatives  of  consumers  in  this  body  and 
in  the  other  body  do  not  feel  an  adequate 
interest  in  proposed  farm  legislation. 
There  is  nothing  which  has  greater  in¬ 
fluence  upon  the  cost  of  living  for  the 
average  family,  which  pays  about  30  per¬ 
cent  of  its  total  income  for  food  and 
food  products.  There  is  nothing  which 
has  greater  influence  upon  the  average 
family  than  the  farm  program.  I  think 
it  is  very  sad  that  consumer  representa¬ 
tives  do  not  speak  out  about  the  farm 
programs. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  may 
we  have  order? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senate  will  be  in  order. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  my  mail 
this  particular  year  has  been  enormous 
with  regard  to  this  question.  People  do 
a  lot  of  talking  about  economy,  yet  when 
one  plumbs  the  correspondence  and  com¬ 
munications  one  determines  it  is  really 
not  so  much  a  question  of  cost  as  it  is  a 
question  of  hopelessness  with  regard  to 
what  we  are  spending  and  the  results 
which  are  being  achieved.  There  are 
remarkable  paradoxes,  with  mounting 
costs  and  mounting  surpluses — with  tre¬ 
mendous  costs  for  storage,  which  are 
about  a  billion  dollars  a  year  now — and 
constantly  accumulating  surpluses. 

As  we  carr  observe  from  a  study  of  the 
pending  bill,  this  is  a  tremendous  prob¬ 
lem.  The  committee  tells  us  frankly  that 
as  of  July  1,  this  year  we  shall  have  a 
carryover  of  roughly  one-third  more 
than  we  had  as  of  July  1  last  year.  This 
is  some  kind  of  a  cul-de-sac  in  which 
we  are,  from  which  it  is  high  time  we  ex¬ 
tricated  ourselves.  We  may  have  to  do 
it  drastically. 

I  believe  the  attitude  of  the  consumer 
is  that  he  is  perfectly  willing  to  spend 
what  he  is  spending  now  in  order  to  help 
the  farmer  over  the  hill.  A  problem  may 
arise  because  of  the  fact  that  we  need 
large  farms  and  more  mechanization. 
However,  the  consumer  is  absolutely  op¬ 
posed  to  spending  more  in  the  blind  alley 
in  which  I  think  the  committee  bill  will 
take  us,  and  in  which  the  whole  farm 
program  as  designed  in  the  Congress — 
in  this  body  and  in  the  other  body — con¬ 
stantly  has  taken  us.  At  least  Ezra  Taft 
Benson  is  brave  enough  and  willing 
enough  to  take  a  beating  to  try  to  break 
the  matrix  in  which  we  seem  to  have 
caught  ourselves, 

My  presentation  to  my  colleagues  in 
the  Senate,  I  think,  should  do  this:  I 


1959 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


deeply  believe  we  can  find  a  way  out,  if 
we  are  willing  to  spend  as  much  money 
in  using  food  as  an  instrument  of  for¬ 
eign  policy,  which  is  the  purpose  of  ex¬ 
tending  Public  Law  480  and  increasing 
the  amount  available  for  it;  using  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities  as  instruments  for 
industrial  production,  in  the  great  re¬ 
search  program  proposed;  using  surplus 
food  for  the  indigent  and  the  distressed, 
as  my  colleagues  the  Senator  from  Ken¬ 
tucky  [Mr.  Cooper  1  and  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Humphrey]  and 
others  have  suggested;  and  seeking  to 
retrain  the  farm  population,  even  pay¬ 
ing  the  farmers  compensation  in  the 
process. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  New  York  has 
expired. 

Mr.  JAVTTS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  me  1  additional  minute? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  Senator  from  New  York 
from  the  time  on  the  bill. 

Mr.  JAVTTS.  We  could  even  pay  the 
farmers  while  they  are  being  retrained, 
so  that  they  may  be  moved  cff  the  farms 
into  other  areas  where  they  will  be  more 
productive  in  terms  of  the  entire  econ¬ 
omy. 

The  idea  that  we  can  have  a  yeomanry 
in  the  United  States  is  completely  ar¬ 
chaic.  Many  of  us  would  like  to  keep  it 
alive,  sentimentally,  but  we  are  talking 
about  a  situation  which  has  lasted  for  10 
or  20  or  30  years.  I  feel  that  the  con¬ 
sumers  want  us  to  face  reality.  I  think 
we  face  reality  a  little  more  accurately 
with  the  administration  substitute  than 
with  the  committee  bill,  which  I  think 
would  result  in  the  same  hopeless  situa¬ 
tion  we  have  faced  for  years. 

I,  for  one,  do  not  feel  I  want  to  accept 
the  situation  insofar-  as  I6V2  million 
consumers  in  New  York  are  concerned. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana  yield  to  me? 
I  wish  to  read  a  clipping  for  my  good 
friend  from  New  York. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  1  minute  to  the  Senator  from  Min¬ 
nesota. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I,  of  course,  share 
with  the  Senator  from  New  York  a  deep 
and  constant  interest  in  the  welfare  of 
the  consumei's.  I  should  like  to  have 
the  Senator  from  New  York  to  listen  as 
I  i-ead  an  Associated  Press  dispatch  re¬ 
garding  a  Department  of  Agx-iculture  sur¬ 
vey,  taken  at  the  end  of  1958.  The  article 
reads: 

An  Agriculture  Department  market  study 
shows  that  even  if  farmers  had  donated  their 
wheat,  consumers  still  would  have  had  to 
pay  16.9  cents  for  a  pound  loaf  of  white  bread 
in  1958. 

As  it  was,  the  retail  price  averaged  19.3 
cents  a  pound.  Thus,  farmers  got  2.4  cents 
for  the  wheat  used  in  a  pound  of  bread  that 
netted  the  retailer  3.1  cents. 

The  study  showed  that  bread  prices  have 
risen  every  year  since  1945.  During  much 
of  this  period,  there  has  been  a  decline  in 
wheat  prices. 

Other  farm-produced  ingredients  in  a 
pound  of  bread — lard,  sugar,  and  dried  milk — 
brought  producers  six-tenths  of  a  cent  last 
year. 

The  study  said  the  increase  in  bread  prices 
had  'reflected  higher  marketing  margins. 


mostly  involvirig  the  baker.  The  Depart¬ 
ment  cited  higher  wage  rates  and  higher 
costs  for  wrapping  materials. 

Mr.  President,  I  want  my  good  friend 
from  New  York  to  know  that  if  every 
wheat  farmer  in  the  United  States  de¬ 
cided  to  produce  wheat  as  the  Nation’s 
No.  1  Santa  Claus,  and  to  give  it  to  all 
the  bakers  of  New  York,  it  would  save 
the  consumers  only  2.4  cents  a  loaf  on 
their  bread,  and  the  consumers  would 
still  be  paying  16.9  cents  a  loaf,  though 
the  farmer  never  received  one  penny. 

All  the  talk  about  what  effect  the  pas¬ 
sage  of  the  bill,  whatever  may  be  the  re¬ 
sults  of  its  passage,  will  have  on  the 
consumer,  I  will  say,  is  really  redundant. 
The  truth  is  that,  if  we  should  raise  the 
price  supports  5  or  10  cents,  it  would 
not  be  reflected  in  a  cost  of  more  than 
one-half  of  1  cent  to  the  consumer. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  an  instant,  since  he 
has  referred  to  me? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Indeed,  I  will  yield 
to  my  friend. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  Minnesota  has 
expired. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  Senator  from  New  York 
from  the  time  on  the  bill. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  We  do  not  want  to  ar¬ 
gue  at  cross  purposes.  This  is  no  time 
for  extended  debate.  I  should  like  to 
emphasize  that  we  are  dealing  with  the 
taxpayers,  who  are  also  the  consumers, 
who  ax-e  very  resentful  about  paying 
billions  of  dollars  when  the  situation 
seems  to  be  hopeless.  What  the  Senator 
himself  has  said  emphasizes  its  hope¬ 
lessness. 

I  say  to  the  Senator,  let  us  see  if  we 
humanly  can  bi’eak  this  matrix.  That  is 
all  I  plead  for;  and  any  right-minded 
consumer  only  asks  for  that.  Let  us  not 
go  into  the  details  of  whether  it  will  or 
will  not  save  a  penny.  The  situation 
looks  hopeless.  That  is  all  I  say  to  my 
friend. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  will  say  to  my 
fi-iend,  we  can  bx-eak  the  matrix  with  a 
change  in  administration. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry 
gave  very  careful  consideration  to  the 
program  which  has  been  submitted  by 
my  good  friend  from  Illinois. 

The  program  he  is  suggesting  would 
mean  that  in  1960  the  pi'ice  of  wheat 
could  go  down  to  $1.41;  in  1961,  to  $1.29; 
and  in  1962  to  $1.14. 

With  all  due  deference  to  my  distin¬ 
guished  friend  from  Illinois,  I  must  state 
that  I  am  somewhat  amazed  at  the  pack¬ 
age  he  offers  the  Senate.  Part  1  of  his 
substitute  is  the  administration’s  wheat 
program.  This  program  was  studied  by 
the  committee,  and  studied  carefully, 
considering  the  delay  involved  from  its 
initial  announcement  in  extremely  gen¬ 
eral  terms  by  the  Secretary,  and  its  final 
submission  in  bill  form  to  the  committee. 
I  do  not  intend  to  dwell  in  any  great  de¬ 
tail  on  this  approach.  Suffice  it  to  say 
that  the  committee  considered  it,  and 
found  it  wanting.  It  would  not,  in  my 
opinion,  do  anything  more  than  offer 
the  prospect  of  further  increases  intro¬ 
duction,  lower  farm  income,  aggravated 


8059 

surpluses  and  increased  costs  to  the  Gov¬ 
ernment. 

The  Senator’s  substitute  would  also 
greatly  bi-oaden  the  conservation  reserve 
pi-ogram  of  the  soil  bank.  I  need  not 
remind  Senators  that  this  is  the  second 
phase  of  the  soil-bank  program,  a  pro¬ 
gram  which  has  already  given  a  black 
eye  to  the  entire  farm  program.,  I  am 
most  reluctant  to  increase  and  expand  a 
program  involving  direct  payments  to 
farmers  for  taking  their  land  out  of  pro¬ 
duction  for  long  periods  of  time.  It  may 
be  that  we  will  ultimately  be  l'educed  to 
taking  such  a  program,  but  I  urge  Sen¬ 
ators  to  withhold  cramming  any  such 
scheme  down  the  throat  of  American 
agricultui-e  until  our  committee  has  at 
least  had  a  chance  to  examine  this  latest 
proposal  in  detail. 

Earlier  today,  in  connection  with  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
Delaware,  I  took  great  pains  to  point 
out  that  the  direct  payments  feature 
of  the  soil  bank,  including  both  the  acre¬ 
age  and  conseiwation  reserve,  has  con¬ 
tributed  much  toward  creating  and  fos¬ 
tering  the  prevailing  misunderstanding 
of  the  price  support  program.  Thanks 
to  the  pi-ess,  and  others,  the  public  has 
been  given  the  impression  that  payments 
made  under  the  soil  bank  pi-ogram  are 
part  and  pai*cel  of  the  price  support  pro¬ 
gram.  Before  extending  the  soil  bank, 
before  embarking  upon  a  bigger,  cost¬ 
lier,  conservation  reserve,  I  do  believe 
that  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
Forestry  should  be  given  a  chance  to 
see  where  the  Department  wants  to  lead 
us  in  what  is  apparently  an  effort  to 
move  down  the  direct  payments  road, 
even  though  such  payments  in  this  case 
are  soil  bank  payments. 

The  third  part  of  the  substitute  of¬ 
fered  by  the  Senator  from  Illinois  in¬ 
volves  a  3 -year  extension  of  Public  Law 
480,  the  so-called  Sui’plus  Disposal  Act. 
As  Senators  well  know,  the  committee 
has  generally  insisted  that  Public  Law 
480  be  extended  only  on  a  year-by-year 
basis.  We  have  endeavored  to  keep  it 
a  temporax-y  pi-ogram.  Here  we  have  a 
proposal  to  extend  it  for  3  years,  at  an 
annual  expenditure  of"$l%  billion. 

Title  II,  donations,  would  be  increased 
from  $700  million  to  $  1 V2.  billion. 

To  a  large  extent,  I  am  mystified  by 
what  is  apparently  the  administration’s 
position  on  this  matter.  The  Secxvetary 
of  Agriculture,  indeed,  the  Pi'esident 
himself,  have  both  stated  on  several  oc¬ 
casions  that  Public  Law  480  sales  for 
foreign  cun’encies,  and  the  other  dis¬ 
posal  authorities  contained  in  that  law, 
should  not  be  regarded  as  long-range 
programs— that  such  sales  should  not  be 
regarded  as  real  consumption  of  agricul¬ 
tural  commodities  any  more  than,  in 
their  words,  warehouses  should  be  con¬ 
sidered  markets. 

In  the  light  of  the  past  reluctance  of 
the  Congress  to  embark  upon  long- 
range  authorizations  for  Public  Law  480, 
and  in  view  of  Secretax-y  of  Agriculture’s 
past  position  on  this  matter,  I  urge 
Senators  to  join  me  in  opposing  a  3- 
year,  extension  of  this  pi-ogram. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  that  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois  be  defeated. 
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Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  trust 
the  chairman  will  give  us  assurance 
that  the  extension  of  Public  Law  480 
will  be  considered  by  the  committee. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Certainly.  We  ex¬ 
pect  to  consider  it. 

I  yield  back  the  remainder  of  my  time 
on  the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  in  the  nature  of  a  substitute 
offered  by  the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Dirksen]  . 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  Mr. -President,  I 
ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays  on  this 
amendment. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  not  ordered. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  may  I 
have  3  minutes? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  yield  3  minutes  on 
the  bill  to  the  Senator  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  offer  my  support  to  the  proposal  of 
the  administration  with  respect  to  the 
farm  program. 

By  June  30,  1960,  there  will  be  $3)4 
billion  worth  of  wheat  in  the  bins.  From 
1954  to  1958  the  cost  to  the  taxpayers  was 
$2,533  million.  Statements  have  been 
made  to  the  effect  that  20  years  of  study 
have  been  devoted  to  this  problem  for 
the  purpose  of  solving  it.  At  the  end  of 
20  years  we  are  worse  off  than  we  were 
in  1938. 

Arguments  are  made  to  the  effect  that 
no  benefit  will  come  to  the  consumer  in 
the  city.  All  I  know  is  that  there  is  $9 
billion  worth  of  surplus  food  in  the  bins, 
costing  the  taxpayers  $1  billion  a  year  for 
storage  and  administration. 

Finally,  I  cannot  understand  why  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry, 
when  it  says  it  is  necessary  to  take  wheat 
out  of  production  in  order  to  reduce  the 
surplus,  inserted  no  provision  in  the  bill 
to  the  effect  that  when  a  farmer  is  paid 
for  taking  out  of  production  his  acreage 
of  wheat,  he  shall  be  prohibited  from 
using  it  for  other  crops.  I  cannot  under¬ 
stand  why  the  committee  failed  to  in¬ 
clude  such  a  provision  in  the  bill. 

We  shall  be  committing  a  swindle  upon 
the  consumers  of  the  country  when  we 
tell  them,  through  the  existing  bill,  that 
wheat  will  be  taken  out  of  production, 
unless  we  also  tell  them  that  we  have 
told  the  farmer,  “Take  your  wheat  acre¬ 
age  out  of  production  and  then  plant  it 
to  other  crops.” 

I  will  support  the  administration  pro¬ 
posal,  and  vote  against  the  committee 
bill. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
back  the  remainder  of  my  time  on  the 
pending  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
on  the  amendment  has  been  exhausted 
or  yielded  back  on  both  sides. 

The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  [Mr.  Dirksen],  [Putting  the 
question.]  The  “noes”  appear  to  have  it. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
for  a  division. 

On  a  division,  the  amendment  was  re¬ 
jected. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
is  open  to  further  amendment. 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  yield  me 
minutes  on  the  bill? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  yield  2  minutes  on 
the  bill  to  the  Senator  from  Missouri. 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senate  is  now  considering  a  wheat  bill 
primarily  because  the  present  program 
has  failed. 

It  has  failed  to  bring  production  in  line 
with  need. 

It  has  failed  because  it  has  piled  up 
over  $3  billion  of  wheat  in  Government 
investment  and  inventory. 

It  has  failed  because  it  has  cost  the 
American  taxpayers  many  millions  of 
dollars. 

It  has  failed  because  it  has  not  helped 
the  family  farmer  to  earn  a  fair  stand¬ 
ard  of  living  for  his  family. 

Since  the  majority  of  the  farmers  will 
elect  to  plant  their  present  allotment  and 
receive  65  percent  of  parity,  as  against 
the  75  percent  under  the  present  law, 
farm  income  will  be  decreased  through 
the  passage  of  this  bill. 

Furthermore,  with  the  same  allot¬ 
ments,  but  a  lower  price,  farmers  will 
make  every  effort  to  increase  present 
production  per  acre.  Therefore,  total 
wheat  production  will  increase. 

With  the  same  or  more  production, 
hundreds  of  millions  of  bushels  will  be 
added  next  year  to  the  already  bulging 
Government  inventory. 

And  what  happens  to  the  small  farmer, 
who  under  the  present  law,  can  plant  15 
acres  of  wheat? 

It  will  cut  his  exemption  20  percent. 

In  other  words,  this  bill  will  not  cut 
the  big  wheat  farmer — only  the  small 
wheat  farmer. 

Last  year  the  Congress  made  special 
provision  to  help  the  small  cotton  fanner. 
I  supported  that  action.  Now  we  are 
about  to  vote  on  a  wheat  bill  in  which  the 
small  wheat  farmer  is  the  one  hurt. 

I  am  aware  of  this  wheat  situation,  and 
agree  that  something  must  be  done. 
But  S.  1968  will  not  solve  the  surplus 
problem.  It  will  not  reduce  the  cost  of 
the  farm  program.  In  addition,  it  will 
further  reduce  the  income  of  the  small 
family-sized  operator. 

Therefore,  Mr.  President,  I  am  against 
the  bill. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  back  the  remainder  of  my  time  on 
the  bill. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
back  the  remainder  of  my  time  on  the 
bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
on  the  bill  has  been  exhausted  or 
yielded  back. 

The  bill  is  open  to  further  amendment. 
If  there  is  no  further  amendment  to  be 
proposed,  the  question  is  on  the  engross¬ 
ment  and  third  reading  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
for  a  third  reading,  and  was  read  the 
third  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
having  been  read  the  third  time,  the 
question  is,  Shall  it  pass?  [Putting  the 
question.] 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  for  a  division. 
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On  a  division,  the  bill  was  passed,  as 
follows : 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  title 
1  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amend¬ 
ed,  is  amended  by  adding  the  following  new 
section : 

“Sec.  106.  Notwithstanding  the  provisions 
of  section  101  of  this  Act,  for  each  of  the 
1960  and  1961  crops  of  wheat  price  support 
shall  be  made  available  as  provided  In  this 
section.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  and 
directed  to  offer  the  operator  of  each  farm 
for  which  an  allotment  is  established  un¬ 
der  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938, 
as  amended,  a  choice  of — 

“(A)  complying  with  the  farm  acreage  al¬ 
lotment  determined  pursuant  to  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amend¬ 
ed,  with  price  support  at  65  per  centum  of 
the  parity  price  therefor,  or 

“(B)  reducing  the  acreage  of  wheat  be¬ 
low  the  farm  acreage  allotment  by  not  less 
than  10  perf  centum  of  such  allotment  with 
price  support  at  75  per  centum  of  the  parity 
price  therefor,  or 

“(C)  reducing  the  acreage  of  wheat  be¬ 
low  the  farm  acreage  allotment  by  not  less 
than  20  per  centum  of  such  allotment  with 
price  support  at  80  per  centum  of  the  parity 
price  therefor. 

To  be  eligible  for  price  support,  producers 
who  elect  choice  (B)  or  choice  (C)  must 
not  knowingly  exceed  the  wheat  acreage 
for  the  farm  applicable  under  such  choice. 
Any  person  operating  more  than  one  farm, 
in  order  to  be  eligible  for  either  choice  (B) 
or  choice  (C),  must  elect  such  choice  for  all 
farms  for  which  he  is  the  operator.  The 
Secretary  shall  determine  and  announce  the 
support  price  for  producers  who  elect  choice 
(A),  choice  (B),  and  choice  (C),  respective¬ 
ly,  in  advance  of  the  planting  season  on 
the  basis  of  the  statistics  and  other  informa¬ 
tion  available  at  that  time,  and  such  sup¬ 
port  price  shall  be  final.  As  soon  as  prac¬ 
ticable  after  such  announcement,  the  Sec¬ 
retary  shall  cause  the  operator  (as  shown  on 
the  records  of  the  county  committee)  of 
each  farm  for  which  an  allotment  is  estab¬ 
lished  under  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  to  be  notified  of 
the  alternative  choices  available  to  him. 
The  operator  of  each  farm,  within  the  time 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  shall  notify  the 
county  committee  in  writing  whether  he  de¬ 
sires  choice  (B)  or  choice  (C)  to  be  ef¬ 
fective  for  the  farm.  If  the  operator  fails 
to  so  notify  the  county  committee  within 
the  time  prescribed,  he  shall  be  deemed  to 
have  elected  choice  (A).  The  choice  elected 
by  the  operator  shall  apply  to  all  the  pro¬ 
ducers  on  the  farm.  Price  support  under 
this  section  shall  be  made  available  only  if 
producers  have  not  disapproved  marketing 
quotas  for  the  crop.  In  case  marketing 
quotas  are  disapproved,  price  support  to  co- 
operators  shall  be  as  provided  in  section 
101(d)(3).  Whether  marketing  quotas  are 
approved  or  disapproved,  price  support  shall 
be  made  available  only  if  acreage  allotments 
under  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 
1938,  as  amended,  are  in  effect  for  the  crop 
and  only  to  cooperators.  No  price  support 
for  wheat  shall  be  made  available  to  pro¬ 
ducers  outside  the  commercial  wheat-pro¬ 
ducing  area.  The  acreage  on  any  farm 
which  is  determined  under  regulations  of 
the  Secretary  to  have  been  diverted  from 
the  production  of  wheat  in  order  to  be 
eligible  for  price  support  as  provided  in 
choice  (B)  or  choice  (C)  shall  be  considered 
acreage  devoted  to  wheat  for  the  purposes 
of  establishing  future  State,  county,  and 
farm  acreage  allotments  under  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amend- 
ed.  In  applying  the  provisions  of  para¬ 
graph  (6)  of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh 
Congress  (7  U.S.C.  1340(6)),  and  section 
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2(f)  of  the  Wheat  Act  of  1959,  relating  to 
reduction  of  the  storage  amount  of  wheat, 
the  acreage  of  wheat  determined  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  to  have  been  diverted  in  order  to  be 
eligible  for  price  support  as  provided  in 
choice  (B)  or  choice  (C)  shall  be  regarded 
as  wheat  acreage  of  normal  production  on 
the  farm.  For  the  purposes  of  section  407 
of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  the  current 
support  price  shall  for  each  of  the  1960 
and  1961  crops  of  wheat  be  deemed  to  be  a 
price  determined  on  the  basis  of  a  level  of 
support  of  -75  per  centum  of  the  parity  price 
as  of  the  beginning  of  the  marketing  year.” 

Sec.  2.  (a)  In  lieu  of  the  provisions  of  item 
(1)  of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Con¬ 
gress,  as  amended,  the  following  provisions 
shall  apply  to  the  1960  and  1961  crops  of 
wheat: 

‘‘(1)  The  farm  marketing  quota  for  any 
crop  of  wheat  shall  be  the  actual  production 
of  the  acreage  planted  to  such  crop  of  wheat 
on  the  farm  less  the  farm  marketing  excess. 
The  farm  marketing  excess  shall  be  an 
amount  equal  to  double  the  normal  yield  of 
wheat  per  acre  established  for  the  farm  mul¬ 
tiplied  by  the  number  of  acres  planted  to 
such  crop  of  wheat  on  the  farm  in  excess  of 
the  farm  acreage  allotment  for  such  crop 
unless  the  producer,  in  accordance  with 
regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  and 
within  the  time  prescribed  therein,  estab¬ 
lishes  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Secretary  the 
actual  production  of  such  crop  of  wheat  on 
the  farm.  If  such  actual  production  is  so 
established  the  farm  marketing  excess  shall 
be  such  actual  production  less  the  actual 
production  of  the  farm  wheat  acreage  allot¬ 
ment.  Actual  production  of  the  farm  wheat 
acreage  allotment  shall  mean  the  actual 
average  yield  per  harvested  acre  of  wheat  on 
the  farm  multiplied  by  the  number  of  acres 
constituting  the  farm  acreage  allotment.” 

(b)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of 
item  (2)  of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh 
Congress,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1340  (2)), 
the  rate  of  penalty  on  wheat  of  the  1960  and 
1961  crops  shall  be  a  rate  per  bushel  equal 
to  the  support  price  per  bushel  established 
for  producers  electing  choice  (A)  under  sec¬ 
tion  106  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as 
amended. 

(c)  In  lieu  of  the  provisions  of  item  (3) 
of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Congress, 
as  amended,  the  following  provisions  shall 
apply  to  the  1960  and  1961  crops  of  wheat: 

“(3)  The  farm  marketing  excess  for  wheat 
shall  be  regarded  as  available  for  marketing, 
and  the  penalty  and  the  storage  amount  dr 
amounts  of  wheat  to  be  delivered  to  the 
Secretary  shall  be  computed  upon  double 
the  normal  production  of  the  excess  acreage. 
If  the  farm  marketing  excess  so  computed  is 
adjusted  downward  on  the  basis  of  actual 
production,  the  difference  between  the 
amount  of  the  penalty  or  storage  computed 
on  the  basis  of  double  the  norjnal  produc¬ 
tion  and  as  computed  on  actual  production 
shall  be  returned  to  or  allowed  the  producer 
or  a  corresponding  adjustment  made  in  the 
amount  to  be  delivered  to  the  Secretary  if 
the  producer  elects  to  make  such  delivery. 
The  Secretary  shall  issue  regulations  under 
which  the  farm  marketing  excess  of  wheat 
for  the  farm  shall  be  stored  or  delivered  to 
him.  Upon  failure  to  store,  or  deliver  to  the 
Secretary,  the  farm  marketing  excess  within 
such  time  as  may  be  determined  under  regu¬ 
lations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  the  pen¬ 
alty  computed  as  aforesaid  shall  be  paid  by 
the  producer.  Any  wheat  delivered  to  the 
Secretary  hereunder  shall  become  the  prop¬ 
erty  of  the  United  States  and  shall  be  dis¬ 
posed  of  by  the  Secretary  for  relief  purposes 
in  the  United  States  or  foreign  countries  or 
in  such  other  manner  as  he  shall  determine 
will  divert  it  from  the  normal  channels  of 
trade  and  commerce.” 

(d)  Item  (7)  of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy- 
seventh  Congress,  as  amended,  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows: 


"(7)  A  farm  marketing  quota  on  any  crop 
of  wheat  shall  not  be  applicable  to  any  farm 
on  which  the  acreage  planted  to  wheat  for 
such  crop  does  not  exceed  fifteen  acres:  Pro¬ 
vided,  however,  That  a  farm  marketing  quota 
on  the  1960  and  1961  crops  of  wheat  shall  be 
applicable  to — 

“(i)  any  farm  on  which  the  acreage  of 
wheat  exceeds  twelve  acres; 

“(ii)  any  farm  on  which  any  wheat  is 
planted  if  no  wheat  was  planted  on  such  farm 
for  harvest  in  the  calendar  years  1957,  1958, 
and  1959;  and 

“(iii)  any  farm  on  which  any  wheat  is 
planted  if  any  of  the  producers  who  share  in 
the  wheat  produced  on  such  farm  share  in 
the  wheat  produced  on  any  other  farm.” 

(e)  Item  (12)  of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy- 
seventh  Congress,  as  amended,  shall  not.be 
applicable  to  the  1960  and  1961  crops  of 
wheat. 

(f)  In  lieu  of  the  provisions  of  section 
326(b)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 
of  1938,  as  amended,  the  following  provisions 
shall  apply  to  the  1960  and  1961  crops  of 
wheat; 

“(b)  If  a  farm  is  in  compliance  with  its 
farm  acreage  allotment  for  any  crop  of  wheat 
and  the  actual  production  of  such  crop  of’' 
wheat  on  the  farm  is  less  than  the  normal 
production  of  the  farm  wheat  acreage  allot¬ 
ment;  an  amount  eqtial  to  the  deficiency 
may  be  marketed  without  penalty  from 
wheat  of  previous  crops  stored  by  the  pro¬ 
ducers  on  the  farm  to  postpone  the  payment 
of  marketing  quota  penalties.” 

(g)  Section  335(d)  of  the  Agricultural  Ad¬ 
justment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  shall  not 
be  applicable  to  the  1960  and  1961  crops  of 
wheat. 

(h)  Section  335(f)  of  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is 
amended  by  striking  out  the  semicolon  at 
the  end  of  item  (1)  and  adding  “and  shall 
not  apply  to  other  farms  with  respect  to  the 
1960  and  1961  crops;”. 

Sec.  3.  Section  101(d)  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  is  amended  by 
striking  out  paragraph  (5) . 

Sec.  4.  Th'e  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as 
amended,  is  amended,  effective  beginning 
with  1960  production,  by  inserting  after  sec¬ 
tion  420  the  following  new  section: 

“Sec.  421.  The  total  amount  of  price  sup¬ 
port  extended  to  any  person  on  any  year’s 
production  of  agricultural  commodities 
through  loans  or  purchases  made  or  made 
available  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion,  or  other  agency  of  the  U.S.  Department 
of  Agriculture,  shall  not  exceed  $35,000.  .  The 
term  ‘person’  shall  mean  any  individual, 
partnership,  firm,  joint-stock  company,  cor¬ 
poration,  association,  trust,  estate,  or  other 
legal  entity  or  a  State,  political  subdivision 
of  a  State,  or  any  agency  thereof.  The  Sec¬ 
retary  shall  issue  regulations  prescribing  such 
rules  as  he  determines  necessary  to  assure  a 
fair  and  effective  application  of  such  limita¬ 
tion,  and  to  prevent  the  evasion  of  such  lim¬ 
itation.  In  the  case  of  any  loan  to,  or  pur¬ 
chase  from,  a  cooperative  marketing  organi¬ 
zation  the  limitation-  of  $35,000  shall  not 
apply  to  the  amount  of  price  support  ex¬ 
tended  to  the  cooperative  marketing  organi¬ 
zation,  but  the  amount  of  price  support 
made  available  to  any  person  through  such 
cooperative  marketing  organization  shall  be 
included  in  determining  the  amount  of  price 
support  extended  to  such  person  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  applying  such  limitation.” 

Sec.  5.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Wheat 
Act  of  1959”. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  move  that  the  vote  by  which  the 
bill  was  passed  be  reconsidered. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
wish  to  state  for  the  Record  that  while 
we  have  had  a  very  extended  argument 
on  the  bill  today,  I  believe  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  North  Dakota 
[Mr.  Young]  improved  the  bill  substan¬ 
tially.  However,  I  must  say  in  all  can¬ 
dor  that  the  bill  is  still  an  income  reduc¬ 
ing  bill.  I  wish  to  make  a  prediction, 
which  we  shall  have  an  opportunity  to 
review  next  year,  that  the  total  produc¬ 
tion  of  wheat  will  not  be  substantially 
reduced,  if  reduced  at  all,  and  income 
will  be  reduced. 

I  do  not  think  this  is  a  particularly 
good  bill.  I  think  it  is  a  bill  which  will 
not  lend  itself  to  saving  the  taxpayer 
money ;  nor  will  it  improve  the  economic 
condition  of  the  American  wheat  pro¬ 
ducer. 

Our  gratifying  feature  of  the  bill  is 
that  at  least  there  are  some  limitations 
imposed,  in  terms  of  the  total  amount  of 
crop  loans.  Second,  there  is  a  stiffening 
of  penalties  for  noncompliance.  The 
-  features  of  the  bill  which  are  notable  re¬ 
late  to  no  price  supports  for  noncompli- 
ers,  improvements  in  penalties  for  vio¬ 
lators,  and  the  part  which  the  Senator 
from  North  Dakota  contributed  to  the 
bill,  providing  for  75  percent  of  parity 
with  a  10  percent  reduction  in  acreage. 

I  am  sorry  that  this  kind  of  legislation 
comes  to  us  commodity  by  commodity.  I 
will  say  for  Mr.  Benson  that  he  has  been 
a  most  effective  political  figure.  He  has 
been  able  to  divide  the  forces  in  the  Con¬ 
gress  which  once  stood  together  in  behalf 
of  good  farm  policy. 

Furthermore,  I  wish  to  say  that  the 
administration’s  farm  program  is  a  co¬ 
lossal,  unmistakable  failure.  It  is  the 
most  costly  peacetime  operation  of  do¬ 
mestic  civilian  government  that  we  have. 
It  has  eliminated  thousands  of  farmers 
from  the  land.  It  has  placed  upon  the 
American  people  a  tremendous  burden  of 
cost  for  a  farm  program. 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  has 
more  employees  today  than  it  has  had  in 
any  time  in  its  history,  save  in  wartime. 
The  county  committee  system  is  a  sham¬ 
bles.  The  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  is  loaded  down  with  inventories. 

The  prices  of  the  ci’ops  of  farmers  are 
coming  down.  Where  the  Administra¬ 
tion  program  has  worked  its  full  will, 
production  has  zoomed,  prices  have 
gone  down,  and  inventories  have  gone 
up.  I  feel  that  it  is  imperative  to  say 
this  again  and  again,  because  the  mon¬ 
key  is  on  the  back  of  this  Administra¬ 
tion.  It  has  mismanaged  its  farm  pro¬ 
gram. 

I  am  grateful  that  the  Senator  from 
Missouri  [Mr.  Symington]  will  conduct 
an  objective  and  far-reaching  and 
searching  study.  It  is  long  overdue.  I 
say  to  the  Senate  that  it  is  my  belief  that 
this  kind  of  program  needs  to  be  ana¬ 
lyzed. 

It  was  said  a  while  ago  that  the  pro¬ 
gram  has  been  getting  worse  each  year. 
I  remind  the  Senate  that  on  January  1, 
1953  there  was  less  than  $1,250  million 
worth  of  supplies  in  the  ownership  of 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation.  I 
remind  the  Senate  that  at  that  time  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  spent  less 
than  $1,100  million  a  year.  At  that  time 
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there  were  18,000  fewer  employees  in 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  than 
there  are  today.  This  department  to¬ 
day  spends  6  times  as  much  money.  It 
has  7  times  the  amount  of  inventory. 
It  has  18,000  more  employees.  There  are 
hundreds  of  thousands  fewer  farmers 
today.  Farm  prices  have  gone  down. 

When  I  heard  concern  expressed  about 
the  consumers,  I  could  not  help  think 
that  the  farmer’s  share  of  the  food  dol¬ 
lar  which  the  housewife  spends  in  the 
market  place  is  smaller  than  it  has  been 
at  any  time  since  the  depression  of  the 
1930’s. 

Some  persons  call  this  a  farm  pro¬ 
gram.  We  have  a  great  deal  more  to 
do,  when  it  comes  to  a  farm  program, 
than  this  bill.  There  will  be  a  day  when 
there  will  be  one  which  will  be  worthy 
of  its  name — if  there  are  left  any  farm¬ 
ers  for  whom  to  have  a  program. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I 
thought  we  had  passed  the  bill.  Evi¬ 
dently  the  echoes  of  frustration  are  still 
with  us.  I  should  amend  the  statement 
made  by  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Minnesota  by  saying  "that  the  farm  pro¬ 
gram  is  the  most  colossal  inherited  fail¬ 
ure  of  previous  administrations  and  the 
Democratic  Congresses  that  have  pre¬ 
cede  us.  It  is  a  bitter  inheritance,  and 
now  it  is  here.  However,  we  will  not  put 
the  monkey  on  our  own  backs.  We  will 
put  it  where  it  belongs.  It  comes  with 
poor  grace  to  castigate  one  of  the  most 
courageous  Secretaries  of  Agriculture 
who  has  ever  held  that  office. 


ORDER  FOR  ADJOURNMENT  TO 
TUESDAY 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
when  the  Senate  concludes  its  business 
today,  it  stand  in  adjournment  until  12 
o’clock  noon  on  Tuesday  next. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 

Mr.  DODD  obtained  the  floor. 

Mr.  DODD.  Mr.  President,  I  hope  I 
shall  not  be  too  long,  but  I  have  prepared 
an  address  which  I  wish  to  make,  on  the 
state  of  our  mineral  resources.  I  shall 
be  glad  to  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Ore¬ 
gon  and  other  Senators  who  may  have 
short  statements  to  make.  My  state¬ 
ment  will  be  somewhat  lengthy,  but 
must  make  it  today. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  do  not  want  the  Sen¬ 
ator  to  yield  to  me  until  he  fully  under¬ 
stands  that  it  will  take  me  about  Jo  min¬ 
utes  to  say  what  I  wish  to  say. 

Mr.  DODD.  I  am  happy  to  yi4ld  to  the 
Senator  from  Oregon.  I  do  riot  wish  to 
detain  him  or  other  Senators  if  they 
want  to  make  short  statements. 

THE  FREE  LUNCH  PROGRAM  IN  THE 
DISTRICT  Oe/ COLUMBIA 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  note 
that  Senate  Report  No.  304,  filed  in  con¬ 
nection  with  HLt.  5676,  the  1960  appro¬ 
priation  bill  tor  the  District  of  Colum¬ 
bia,  provides /or  only  $133,000  to  finance 
a  free  lunch  program  for  1,000  hungry 


school  children.  The  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  has  approved  of  a  $266,000 
program  covering  2,000  boys  and  girls. 
Evidence  before  my  Subcommittee  on 
Public  Health,  Education,  Welfare,  and 
Safety  of  the  Senate  District  Committee 
satisfied  me  that  there  are  a  minimum  of 
7,000  children  who  need  and''  can  with 
great  advantage  to  their  health  and  be¬ 
havior  use  one  quare  meal  a  day  at 
school. 

As  only  one  statistic  of  the  many 
which  were  presented  to  the  subcommit¬ 
tee  I  cite  the  fact  that  some  11,500  fam¬ 
ilies  with  45,755  children  have  an  annual 
income  of  less  than  $3,000  a  year,  here 
in  the  Capital  of  the  richest  Nation  in 
the  world. 

I  made  my  position  clear  to  the  Appro¬ 
priations  Committee  in  testimony  which 
I  later  brought  forth  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate.  It  can  be  found  on  pages  4695 
through  4700  of  the  Congressional 
Record. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Presi- 
lent,  that  my  remarks,  found  on  those 
iges,  be  printed  at  this  point  in  my 
statement. 

lere  being  no  objection,  the  remarks 
were\)rdered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 

Public  Welfare  Problems  of  the  Distr: 
of  Columbia — Hungry  Children  in 
District  \f  Columbia 

Mr.  Morse. \Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  to  ha\e  printed  in  the  the/body  of 
the  Record  the\text  of  a  statement  I  made 
today  before  a  subcommittee  of/ the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Appropriations  undto  the  able 
chairmanship  of  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Rhode  Island  j,Mr.  Pastore]  concern¬ 
ing  the  school  lunck  program  and  other 
public  welfare  problems /confronting  the 
District  of  Columbia 

There  being  no  objection,  the  statement 
was  ordered  to  be  prjnted  hj  the  Record,  as 
follows : 

“statement  of  senator  mors*;  before  the 

DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  SUBCOMMITTEE  OF 
THE  SENATE  APPROPRIATIONS  \oMMITTEE, 
WEDNESDAY,  /MARCH  25,  1959 

“Mr.  Chairman,  you  will  recall  tha\  2  years 
ago  I  met  With  your  subcommittee  upon  an 
errand  siinilar  to  the  one  I  am  on  today. 
My  appearance  then,  and  my  appearance  to¬ 
day,  followed  hearings  before  the  Subccpi- 
mittae  on  Public  Health,  Education,  Wel¬ 
fare/ and  Safety  on  the  problems  of  hungry 
children  in  the  District. 

“In  preface  to  my  recommendations,  I 
Irish  to  extend  to  you  and  your  colleagues, 
my  commendation  for  the  positive  action 
made  possible  by  the  funds  supplied  by  you. 
Testimony  before  my  subcommittee  shows 
clearly  that  the  assistance  given  by  the  Ap¬ 
propriations  Committees  of  the  House  and 
the  Senate  has  enabled  progress  to  be  made 
in  the  beginning  of  an  attempt  to  solve  the 
very  difficult  and  complicated  problem  of 
poverty  and  its  social  concomitants  in  the 
District. 

“One  good  measure  of  accomplishment  so 
far  is  the  table  which  I  now  present  to  you 
contrasting  relief  payments  and  cases  in  Jan¬ 
uary  1956  with  January  1959.  Reflected  in 
these  figures  is  the  abolition  of  the  83  per¬ 
cent  of  need  limit  which  formerly  prevailed. 
This  is  a  significant  step  forward  in  ridding 
our  welfare  program  of  extraneous  restric¬ 
tions  which  have  no  relationship  to  what 
should  be  our  primary  concern — prudent  but 
speedy  provision  of  adequate  financial  assist¬ 
ance  to  those  in  our  population  who  are 
destitute,  the  aged,  the  fatherless,  the  dis¬ 
abled  and  the  blind. 


"Relief  cases  and  payments,  District  of 
Columbia 

January 


1956 

1957 

1958 / 

'  1959 

ADC: 

Cases _ 

2. 050 

2,221 

Am 

3,610 

Persons _ 

8, 858 

9,650, 

'12,  731 

lf>,  267 
12,509 

Children!— . . 

6,  817 

7,386 

9,  733 

Average  grant: 

Per  family  per  month.. 

$109.  39 

$ll/o8 

$123.  24 

$146.  71 

Per  person  per  month.. 

$25.  32 

pa.  26 

$27.  97 

$32.  50 

Old  age  assistance: 

Cases . . . . 

3,06/ 

'  2,980 

3, 131 

3,135 

Average  grant  per 

$60.09 

month _ 

$5/01 

$56.  51 

$56. 13 

ADC: 

Family. 
Person.. 
OAA  (case)./ 


Monthly  grant, 
percent  change 
4per  case,  1950-59 


134.1 
128.6 

112.1 


Increase  in 
monthly  grant, 
1956-59 


$37. 32 
7. 24 
6.  48 


NOTE-Aln  1956  grants  had  an  83  percent  of  budgetary 
need  limitation.  In  1959  grants  should  reflect  100  percent 
of  need?  because  'of  newly  adopted  standards. 

G/neral  cost  of  living  in  the  District  increased, 
accouling  to  BL3  index,  from  115.9  in  1956  to  121.5  in 
1958  (November  data)  or  an  increase  of  5.6  points  or  104.8 
sreent  of  the  1956  base. 

The  surplus  food  distribution  program, 
made  possible  by  funds  supplied  by  your 
subcommittee,  is  of  major  importance  to  the 
44,434  low-income  individuals  who  are 
eligible. 

“Because  of  your  interest,  and  that  of  your 
colleagues  in  the  House,  it  begins  to  look 
as  though  some  needy  elementary  school 
children  will,  next  year,  be  given  one  square 
meal  a  day  through  the  wise  use  of  public 
funds. 

“I  say  this  by  way  of  preface,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  because  I  believe  that  credit  should  be 
given  where  and,  when  it  is  due. 

“I  am  sure  however,  that  none  of  us  is 
laboring  under  the  misapprehension  that 
what  has  been  done  is  the  complete  and 
final  answer  to  the  problem,  either  in  terms 
of  quality  or  quantity.  We  have  but  begun 
to  till  the  soil  of  social  justice  for  these  less 
fortunate  human  beings,  the  harvest  of  hu¬ 
manity  to  man  is  far  in  the  future.  Much 
remains  to  be  done. 

“It  should  be  a  matter  of  commonsense 
that  a  hungry  child  will  be  restless  and 
irritable.  Every  parent  knows  that.  Cer¬ 
tainly  such  was  my  own  observation  with  my 
own  children  when  traveling  across  the 
country  and  we  missed  our  regular  dinner 
hour  or  when  for  one  reason  or  another  din¬ 
ner  was  late  at  home.  But  in  order  to  docu¬ 
ment  the  relationship  which  exists  between 
'’nutrition  and  ability  to  learn  in  school,  I 
a^ted  the  Library  of  Congress  to  search  the 
literature  of  scientific  investigation  for  pub¬ 
lished  material  on  the  problem.  In  the 
space  of  2  days  the  Library  had  developed 
some  24  citations  plus  4  masters  theses  de¬ 
voted  tc\  the  subject.  The  conclusions  are 
as  mightNbe  expected — that  there  does  exist 
a  close  relationship  between  ability  to  learn 
and  an  adequate  diet. 

“Marian  C.\J3ehr,  in  the  School  Executive, 
reported,  for  example:  ‘Achievement  tests 
taken  before  arm  after  a  lunch  program  was 
provided  in  school  show  great  improvements 
when  lunches  ha\^  become  a  regular  rou¬ 
tine.  When  a  county  gives  its  schools 
achievements  tests,  Che  ones  serving  a  bal¬ 
anced  lunch  to  most  otoheir  children  invari¬ 
ably  have  the  highest  scares.’ 

“Jane  M.  Leichsenrings.  in  the  Minnesota 
Journal  of  Education,  stated:  ‘In  the  St.  Paul 
schools,  where  nutrition  c\nics  for  under¬ 
nourished  children  have  be  eh  a  part  of  the 
program  for  many  years,  thes.  teachers  ob¬ 
served  greater  classroom  achievement  in  43 
percent  or  more  of  the  children  Hudied,  im- 
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forV.  years  hold  that  all  his  political  atti¬ 
tude^— his  cold  dispatch,  his  skepticism,  his 
passionless  cunning — were  born  of  his  forma¬ 
tive  years  battling  Moor,  playing  off  one  tribe 
against  \nother,  maneuvering  and  weaving 
and  dodging  with  tireless  skill  and  improvisa¬ 
tion.  ThuN^t  least,  has  he  ruled  his  own 
people. 

He  is,  in  m&rals  and  manners,  a  man  of 
discipline  edging,  on  ascetism,  order  verging 
on  fastidiousness^  He  is  known  for  singu¬ 
larly  un-Latin  fidelity  to  his  wife;  to  her 
and  his  three  grandchildren  his  devotion  is 
warm  and  complete.  'He  does  not  smoke  or 
drink,  even  wine.  has  a  passion  for 

punctuality  and,  for  personal  neatness.  At 
work,  he  is  feverishly  industrious,  madden¬ 
ingly  meticulous,  and  stubtmrnly  secretive. 
At  the  Palace  of  the  Pardo,  \e  stays  at  his 
desk  in  disdain  of  hourly  routine,  often 
lunching  as  late^  as  5  or  6  in  tire  afternoon. 
At  Cabinet  sessions,  he  has  shown  himself 
able  (until  recently)  to  sit  from  \  p.m.  to 
3  a.m.  without  stirring,  without  eveiNipping 
a  glass  of  water  (while  colleagues^  with 
weaker  kidneys  or  stronger  appetities  miser¬ 
ably  slide  in  and  out  to  satisfy  their  needs) . 
Discussion  at  Cabinet  delves  to  the  moist 
minute  details,  but  when  he  faces  serious 
decisions  he  listens  to  many  and  confides 
in  none. 

He  is,  plainly,  a  man  alone,  if  not  lonely. 
Ill  at  ease  with  people  generally,  boasting 
no  intimate  and  trusting  no  confidant,  he 
seemingly  has  ever  lived  so.  The  family 
into  which  he  was  born  brought  strangely 
little  warmth  to  his  life.  He  was  never  close 
to  his  father,  and  of  his  two  brothers,  the 
younger,  Ramon,  was  a  dashing  aviator  hero 
in  the  republican  days;  a  career  of  fighting 
Francisco’s  armies  in  the  civil  war  ended 
with  a  fatal  crash  in  1936.  Now,  more  than 
20  years  later,  in  the  Palace  of  the  Pardo, 
the  cold  and  quiet  older  brother  ponders 
what  finally  to  do  with  the  victory  he 
wrought,  for  he  alone  knows  what  he  pro¬ 
poses  to  do  with  his  country. 

But  many  a  citizen  of  Spain,  these  days, 
wonders:  Does  he  know? 

WILL  THE  FUTURE  BE  TRAGIC?  y 

Neither  for  the  people  of  Spain  nor  for  the 
diplomacy  of  America  do  there  exist  brisk 
and  simple  answers  to  present  dilemmas  or 
future  dangers.  No  simple  axiom  rules,  no 
neat  epigram  reveals,  no  slick  syllogism  can 
resolve  the  nation’s  problems.  Yet  it  would 
not  seem  too  much  to  ask  of  U.S.  policy  that* 
it  begin,  at  least,  to  show  some  awareness” 
that  the  dilemmas  and  the  dangers  exist. 

The  issue  can  be  neither  evaded  nor  con¬ 
cealed  by  diplomatic  genuflection  to  the  sov¬ 
ereignty  of  Spain,  as  a  things  that  must  b< 
untouched  and  unmoved  by  U.S.  pressuj' 
or  influence.  For  no  matter  how  passionately 
the  United  States  professes  a  policy  of  /ion- 
interference  in  domestic  Spanish  affaiys,  the 
fact  is  that  both  its  military  and  its  eco¬ 
nomic  investment  in  Spain  does  profoundly 
affect  these  affairs.  In  essences  the  U.S. 
military  presence  casts  Americ/  in  a  clear 
role  on  the  Spanish  scene— /(s  an  almost 
indispensable  ally  and  frienc/  of  the  Franco 
regime.  As  a  politically  temperate  and  dis¬ 
passionate  Madrid  friend/ of  mine  recently 
remarked,  coolly  and  without  much  rancor: 
“You  know,  of  course/  that  you  now  have 
become  the  great  st/ength  of  this  regime. 
We  are  all,  in  a  real/nough  sense,  dependents 
of  the  Pentagon. 

If  Washington/is  unaware  or  unconcerned, 
Moscow  is  not.  The  Communist  under¬ 
ground  in  S/ain  is  thriving.  Its  efficiency 
can  be  judged  from  the  speed  with  which 
Radio  Mos/rw  reports  and  comments  on  local 
Spanish/ developments.  Its  number  of 

trainee/ agents  has  increased  precisely  as  the 
deve/pment  of  U.S.  bases  has  summoned 
Sov/t  attention.  And  its  propaganda  shows 
tlye  new  zeal  and  force  that  might  be  ex¬ 
ited,  now  that  it  has  become  so  simple 


and  plausible  to  identify  the  will  of  America 
with  the  rule  of  Franco. 

The  worst,  indeed,  may  not  happen.  Time 
may  not,  perhaps,  run  out  before  chaos  comes 
again.  The  Falange  may  be  forced  to  tolerate 
slow  emergence  of  new  political  groupings, 
the  monarchy  may  be  restored  before  it  has 
become  hopelessly  compromised  by  Falangist 
sponsorship,  and  a  measure  of  civic  freedom 
may  let  in  some  saving  air  for  a  people  to 
breathe. 

Yet  the  chance  of  all  this  happening 
spontaneously — and  in  time — scarcely  seems 
the  kind  of  rock  upon  which  a  provident 
diplomacy  builds.  For,  in  a  near  and  rather 
fearful  future,  it  is  entirely  possible  that 
the  following  events  could  come  to  pass : 

Spain  could  erupt  in  turmoil — with  tens 
of  thousands  of  U.S.  soldiers  and  civilians, 
scores  of  U.S.  bombers  and  jets,  caught  on 
the  chaotic  scene. 

Forces  of  reform  or  revolution  could 
swiftly  gravitate  toward  the  extreme  left, 
to  begin  a  reenactment  of  the  tragedy  of 
the  1930’s. 

This  time  there  would  and  could  be  no 
U.S.  “neutrality”  for  the  whole  military 
posture  of  the  Western  allies  could  be  put 
in  jeopardy.  . 

And — once  again — U.S.  policy  would  tre’ 
forced,  by  rude  exigency  of  the  moment, 
into  actively  defending  a  kind  of  status 
qu\  hard  to  reconcile  with  American  pro^ 
fessrtas  of  political  principle. 

None  of  these  can  be  called  an  immin/nt 
prospecY  But  the  pertinent  questioii  is: 
must  U.S.  diplomacy  abjure  all  clea/ sense 
of  purpose  until  such  propects  /re  im¬ 
minent — or\nescapable? 

If  it  is  American  purpose  tef  slow  the 
pace  of  political  change  in  Sp/in  as  much 
as  possible,  all  is  well — for  t/is  is  the  end 
now  being  servedNay  the  enti/e  weight  of  the 
U.S.  presence  in  Spain,  p fie  full  spirit  of 
U.S.  conduct. 

If  it  becomes  Amdjfi/an  purpose  to  en¬ 
courage  and  urge  chafige — in  the  name  of 
the  hope  of  peace  /nd\some  freedom  for 
the  Spanish  peop/ — theh.  U.S.  diplomacy 
must  soon  find  its  tongueVand  its  will. 

Such  a  new  se/se  of  purposH  might  serve — 
and  save — a  number  if  things.  It  might, 
for  example/save  America  and\its  allies  a 
tormenting/uture  crisis.  It  might  spare  the 
people  of/spain  infinite  unwanted  suffer¬ 
ing.  An A  it  might  spare  freedom  \et  an¬ 
other  /ational  casualty,  needlessly  Nft  to 
die. 

ffi/om  the  St.  Paul  Dispatch,  May  18,  195$ 
7ith  Empty  Portfolio — Franco  Foe  Visits 
State  Department 
(By  Robert  E.  Lee) 

Washington. — A  European  prime  minis¬ 
ter  with  a  practically  empty  portfolio  but 
plenty  of  hope  checked  in  quietly  with  the 
State  Department  last  week  on  a  deliber¬ 
ately  unheralded  visit. 

He  was  Felix  Gordon  Ordas,  first  rriinister 
of  the  Spanish  republican  government-in¬ 
exile  which  looks  toward  the  day  when  a 
bloodless  revolution  of  the  ballot  box  will 
return  it  to  power. 

Neither  the  Department  nor  Gordon  Ordas 
acknowledged  that  the  informal  meeting 
took  -  place.  It  was  reliably  reported, 
though,  that  it  did  occur,  as  have  other  ses¬ 
sions  when  Gordon  Ordas  and  other  exiled 
Spanish  republicans  were  in  town. 

Meetings  of  this  nature  are  delicate  as  the 
United  States  has  recognized  the  govern¬ 
ment  of  Generalissimo  Franco  since  the  end 
of  the  3-year  Spanish  Civil  War  in  1939. 
However,  the  State  Department  regards  the 
government-in-exile  represented  by  Gordon 
Ordas  as  probably  the  largest  and  certainly 
the  most  legitimate  of  the  forces  hoping  for 
Franco’s  demise. 

Gordon  Ordas  has  no  misapprehensions 
about  the  difficulty  of  the  task  confronting 
the  loosely-knit,  prodemocratic  opposition 


to  Franco,  which  includes  various  shades  of  j 
exiled  republicans  and  assorted  groups 
within  Spain.  The  latter  consist  of  an  ur 
derground,  some  union  and  student  groups, 
Basque  nationalists  and  others  addin/ up 
to  a  force  of  questionable  size  and  pputical 
influence. 

THOUSANDS  AT  WORK 

But  the  Prime  Minister  claims/the  adher¬ 
ence  of  some  200,000  republican  exiles  in 
France  where  his  government  is  based  at 
Paris — and  100,000  elsewhere/  in  the  world, 
mostly  in  Latin  America. /He  says  “many, 
many  thousands”  of  Spaniards  are  actively 
at  work  in  the  underground.  That  the  un¬ 
derground  numbers  m/re  than  a  handful  is 
indicated  by  the  Fran/o  government’s  virtual 
admission  that  it  h/s  more  than  1,000  polit¬ 
ical  prisoners. 

According  to  Gordon  Ordas,  the  internal 
opposition  to  Franco  also  includes  influential 
military  people  who  have  become  disen¬ 
chanted  wiUi  the  regime,  important  priests 
and  a  sm/Il  but  very  active  cadre  of  Com¬ 
munists./ 

Ther/are  also  many  neo-royalist  Spaniards 
who  lyope  to  install  the  pretender,  Don  Juan, 
or  his  son,  Don  Carlos,  on  the  throne  vacated 
by/6on  Juan’s  father,  King  Alfonso,  in  1931. 

lere  have  been  recent  reports  that  Franco, 
low  66,  is  considering  setting  up  a  mon¬ 
archist  successor  to  himself,  although  he  said 
in  February  that  monarchy  was  out  during 
his  own  lifetime. 

While  Franco  appears  to  be  in  good  health 
and  going  strong,  according  to  Gordon  Ordas 
and  others  who  should  know,  everyone  with 
something  at  stake  is  speculating  on  the 
possibilities  should  he  die  soon  or  for  some 
other  reason  abandon  his  position.  It  ap¬ 
pears  that  nothing  can  be  done  while  he 
lives  and  rules,  except  plan  and  plot. 

It  also  appears  that  no  Spaniards,  within 
or  without  the  country,  want  a  repeat  of  the 
1936-39  bloodbath  in  which  1  million  of  the 
26  million  Spaniards  then  living  there  were 
killed. 

LIKELY  PROSPECT 

A  likely  prospect,  in  the  view  of  U.S.  ob¬ 
servers,  is  that  power  would  pass  to  the  chief 
of  the  military  staff,  Augustin  Munoz 
Grandes,  who  shares  with  Franco  the  distinc¬ 
tion  of  wearing  five  stars.  Ojrandes,  so  the 
speculation  goes,  might  decide  to  bring  back 
Don  Juan  or  Don  Carlos  and  set  up  a  limited, 
constitutional  monarchy  with  a  parliament 
chosen  in  a  mildly  democratic  manner. 

Another  possibility  is  that  one  or  more 
military  leaders  would  seize  power  after 
Franco’s  fashion  or  form  a  junta  and  try  to 
maintain  the  status  quo. 

But  Gordon  Ordas,  a  prominent  member 
Parliament  during  the  preclvil  war  days 
ofVthe  Republic,  says  his  government-in- 
exil\  is  counting  on  free  elections,  in  which 
he  chums  the  Republican  Party  could  win 
“more  than  80  percent  of  the  votes.” 

By  Republican  Party  he  means  a  combina¬ 
tion  of  the  anti-Franco  and  anti-Royalist 
forces  witlr\whom  the  Paris  government  has 
agreed  to  forfo  a  single  party  of  the  left  after 
dissolving  itself.  If  this  united  front  ever 
came  about  it  would  be  liberal  but  not  nec¬ 
essarily  Socialist\according  to  U.S.  sources. 

Gordon  Ordas  mus  firmly  rejected  collab¬ 
oration  with  the  Communists  and  he  also 
rules  out  any  accommodations  with  the  Roy¬ 
alists,  saying  their  approaches  to  the  Paris 
government  have  alreadyybeen  rebuffed. 

RELYING  ON  FfUESTS 

Because  of  the  possibilitjnof  political  per¬ 
secution  in  Spain,  he  is  vaghe  about  what 
kind  of  an  underground  organisation  would 
be  awaiting  the  fall  of  Franco. 

He  hints  strongly  at  a  working  \u;reement 
with  military  elements,  and  places  heavy 
reliance  on  priests  of  the  Roman  O&tholic 
Church. 

"The  priests  in  the  Basque  are  all  Rehnb- 
licans,”  he  says,  “and  so  are  many  in  Ma- 
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V  drW.  Elsewhere  In  the  country  their  loyal- 
ties'^re  divided.” 

jlaces  much  stock  in  a  recent  move  of 
ohn  XXIII — the  overturn  of  an  ar¬ 
rangement  Pope  Pius  XII  had  with  Franco 
under  which  Franco  had  a  strong  voice  in 
naming  Spanish  bishops. 

Gordon  Okdas  insists  that  the  United 
States’  $400  million  Navy  and  Air  Force  base 
program  in  SpaV  not  only  helps  Franco  but 
x  imunists  political  ammu¬ 
nition.  He  insists\we  don’t  need  the  bases 
from  a  military  standpoint. 
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[From  the  Evening  &tar,  May  20,  1959] 
Rebels  Fight  in  Spain,  &uban  Adviser  Says 
(By  Neal  Wilkifison) 

Havana,  May  20. — Armed  umbels  have  been 
fighting  the  Franco  regime  in 
than  a  month  in  a  revolution\directed  by 
veterans  of  Fidel  Castro’s  July  26\novement, 
according  to  a  highly  informed  source  here. 

The  resolution,  according  to  GenXAlberto 
Bayo,  technical  adviser  to  the  armedSforces 
of  Cuba,  began  on  schedule  on  April  14\  He 
revealed  details  and  tactics  of  the  revolution, 
known  as  the  ”14th  of  April  movemen 
in  an  exclusive  interview  with  the  Nort: 
American  Newspaper  Alliance. 

The  general,  known  as  ‘‘El  Gran  Bayo” 
to  revolutionary  forces  in  Latin  America  and  . 
in  Spain,  where  he  led  Loyalist  forces  during^ 
the  Spanish  civil  war  of  the  1930’s,  said  that 
he  was  elected  leader  of  the  April  14  move¬ 
ment  several  months  ago  at  a  convention 
of  Latin  American  revolutionaries  in  Caracas, 
Venezuela.  Cuban  and  Venezuelan  leaders 
have  been  the  most  vigorous  opponents  of 
Latin  dictatorships  in  recent  months. 

TRAINED  CUBAN  REBELS 

General  Bayo  is  the  man  who  trained 
Fidel  Castro  and  his  original  followers  in 
guerrilla  tactics  in  Mexico  3  years  ago.  He 
is  credited  with  the  master  plan  for  the 
overthrow  of  the  regime  of  Fulgencio  Ba¬ 
tista. 

The  Spanish  revolution  which  allegedly 
began  on  April  14  is  confirmed  by  other 
sources  here.  The  Cubans  claim: 

1.  A  train  was  dynamited,  on  the  evening 
of  April  14,  at  the  entrance  to  a  tunnel  near 
Puerto  de  Pajares.  The  dynamiting  allegedly 
was  done  by  a  band  of  guerrillas  led  by 
Antonio  Rodriguez,  who  is  a  Cuban  and  a 
veteran  of  the  Spanish  civil  war. 

2.  Government  troops  in  Catalonia  and 
Andalucia  are  engaging  the  rebels; 

3.  Fighting  is  particularly  heavy  in  the  re¬ 
gion  between  Lavinana,  Mieres,  and  La  Fel- 
guiera,  where  miners  have  fled  to  the  hills 
carrying  with  them  supplies  of  dynamite; 

4.  That  rebel  strongholds  have  been  estab^ 
lished  in  Asturias  and  Barcelona; 

5.  Two  weeks  ago  a  plane  crashed  near 
Madris,  killing  all  28  passengers.  The/fcu- 
bans  claim  the  crash  was  caused  by  aiyact  of 
sabotage  by  the  rebels. 

SPANISH  ENVOY  PROTESTS 

Juan  Pablo  de  Lajondio,  Spanish  Ambas¬ 
sador  to  Cuba,  has  protested  to  the  Cuban 
Ministry  of  State  regarding  thpee  claims,  par¬ 
ticularly  regarding  the  plant/  crash  2  weeks 
ago.  The  Ambassador  conceded  that  a  plane 
did  crash  but  objected  to  the  claim  that 
rebel  sabotage  was  involved. 

General  Bayo,  in  the  exclusive  interview 
with  this  reporter,  Minted  out  that  General 
Batista  also  deniedXvery  claim  of  rebel  suc¬ 
cess  during  hispfegime.  By  the  time  the 
rebel  claiihs  in  .Cuba  had  been  verified,  he 
said,  the  revolution  had  been  won. 

‘‘Franco  is/keeping  the  truth  from  the 
world,  just/as  Batista  did,”  he  said.  “But 
our  intelligence  is  very  accurate,  although  it 
takes  several  weeks  sometimes,  for  reports 
to  reach  us.”  Other  sources  reported  here 
that  Spanish  Loyalists  in  Latin  America  have 
maintained  a  courier  service  to  Spain  and  a 


network  of  spies  there  for  nearly  a  quarter  of 
a  century. 

General  Bayo  insists  that  he  is  not  sensa¬ 
tionalizing  : 

“We  would  be  very  stupid  indeed  to  make 
false  claims.  The  people  who  live  in  these 
(Spanish)  regions  would  know  that  we  were 
lying,  the  word  would  spread  and  if  our  words 
proved  false  the  revolution  would  be  lost 
before  it  had  begun.” 

CALLS  CRASH  SABOTAGE 

He  said  that  the  plane  crash  unquestion¬ 
ably  was  the  work  of  sabotage.  “We  issued 
many  warnings  before  that,”  he  said. 
Don’t  fly  on  Franco’s  airlines.  This  is  total 
war.  They  will  be  sabotaged.”  The  only 
reason  General  Franco  acknowledged  the 
disaster,  he  said,  was  that  the  news  of  an 
air  crash  is  difficult  to  suppress. 

“A  filed  cable  concealed  by  thick  grease  is 
most  effective”  in  sabotaging  planes,  he 
added. 

General  Bayo  said  that  the  April  14  move¬ 
ment  probably  would  be  branded  as  Com¬ 
munist.  “The  Russians  were  an  ally  of  the 
Spanish  Republic  and  we  are  blamed  for 
their  sins,”  he  said.  “Franco  was  backed  by 
Hitler  and  Mussolini.  Russia  later  became 
your  ally  against  them  in  World  War  II. 
toes  that  make  the  United  States  ‘Commu- 
[st’?” 

'he  general  also  said  that  he  valued 
Unified  States  understanding  of  revolution¬ 
ary  problems,  both  in  the  Americas  ancrin 
Spain, \but  that  contained  U.S.  support  of 
dictatordJiad  backfired  militarily  by  creating 
alliances  loetween  democratic  revolutionists 
and  Communists. 


ALIBI  IKE,  RUNNING  TRUE  TO  FORM 

Mr.  MORSE.X  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  conse\t  to /nave  printed  in 


htitled  “Alibi  Ike, 
nn,”  written  by 
ublished  in  the 


the  Record  an  arti 
Running  True  to 
Samuel  B.  Gach, 

California  Jewislyvoice 
There  being  no  objectiW  the  article 
was  ordered  t(/De  printed  i\the  Record, 
as  follows 

Alibi  Ikj£,  Running  True  to\Form 
(By  Samuel  B.  Gach) 

She  diof"  not  know  that  her  remark\would 
hit  the/press  and  become  public. 

This/ astonishing  immoral  alibi  was  >art 
of  wfiat  Ike  told  newsmen  Wednesday  wn 
questioned  about  the  propriety  of  Clar 
B^oth  Luce’s  below-the-belt  punch  at  Sen 
rtor  Morse  of  Oregon. 

.  Ike  explained  that  though  her  crack  about 
Morse  being  kicked  in  the  head  by  a  horse 
may  have  been  ill  advised,  it  was  human 
and  made  in  privacy. 

This  hypocritical  regime  has  for  6  years 
been  pointing  to  what  it  termed  the  lack  of 
ethics  and  downright  immorality  of  Ike’s 
predecessor  Harry  Truman  and  his  admin¬ 
istration.  We  also  recall  every  pledge  Ike 
made  when  running  and  every  snide  crack 
he  made  against  the  people  who  made  him. 

We  weren’t  blinded  by  shining  brass  then 
nor  are  we  any  more  disillusioned  now.  The 
outfit  was  phony  to  begin  with  and  hasn’t 
changed  a  bit.  It  hasn’t  kept  its  pledges 
and  its  morals  are  low.i 

The  crack  about  Luce’s  remark  not  having 
been  meant  for  public  consumption  is  the 
code  to  the  high  principles  which  have 
governed  our  country  since  1953.  It  spells 
that  everything  goes,  but  don’t  get  caught. 

Ike  tore  the  hide  off  of  Truman  and 
blamed  him  because  a  few  supernumeraries 
latched  on  to  a  free  icebox.  Ike,  in  turn, 
was  forced  by  exposures  to  ask  for  resigna¬ 
tions  from  several  of  his  top  people,  includ¬ 
ing  his  first  aid  Sherman  Adams,  for  deeds 
done  or  in  the  works  on  every  Commission 
which  would  have  robbed  the  taxpayer  blind. 


Did  he  flinch,  stammer  or  blush?  Nq 
Upon  a  return  from  his  usual  weekend 
golf  or  from  his  more  frequent  longer  vaca¬ 
tions,  he  would  don  the  halo,  attend  seiwices 
Sunday,  and  tell  the  world  what  y  good 
boy  am  I. 

Now  the  whole  free  world  is  re/6icing  in 
Harry  Truman’s  75th  birthday  doming  up 
May  8  and  with  respect  and  affection  recalls 
the  simplicity,  straightforwardness,  good 
humor,  his  uninhibited  consideration  for 
his  fellow  man  and  his  ge/uine  piety. 

Unlike  his  successor,  Truman  never  felt 
comfortable  with  the/  millionaire  class 
which  Ike  has  cultivated.  The  people  and 
their  problems  wer/  his  ■'prime  concern. 
And  to  this  day  he  /s  tireless  in  his  interest 
in  the  welfare  of  onr  country. 

History  will  say  that  though  the  mantle 
of  leadership  v/as  thrust  upon  him,  Harry 
Truman,  hunrfble  citizen,  intuitively  made 
the  right  decisions  at  moments  of  crisis  in 
history. 

And  what  will  they  say  about  Ike  and  his 
administration?  One  thoroughly  exper¬ 
ienced/  judge  of  events,  past  and  present, 
has  kaid  it  for  American  listeners  just  this 
weex.  We  share  his  opinion  wholeheartedly. 

le  remarks  of  Britain’s  Field  Marshal  Vis¬ 
count  Montgomery  on  a  Murrow  telecast 
'deserve  to  be  rebroadcast. 

In  a  nutshell,  Monty  labeled  Ike’s  leader¬ 
ship  in  war  and  peace  as  timid,  weak  and 
ill.  And  which  unbiased  and  unblinded 
American  can,  after  6  years  of  administra¬ 
tion  fumbling,  deny  the  truth  of  this 
charge? 

A  quick  rundown:  They  hate  us  in  Can¬ 
ada  and  South  America.  Since  permitting 
the  Reds  to  enter  the  Middle  East,  by  our 
coddling  of  the  Arabs  and  giving  them  Suez, 
we  are  distrusted  in  Europe. 

We  lost  considerable,  of  southeast  Asia 
to  the  Reds  and  our  former  friends,  Burma 
and  Indonesia,  don’t  want  us  around. 
India  doesn’t  like  us  and  North  Africa  hates 
our  guts.  The  Middle  East  is  seething  and 
heads  of  kings  have  hit  the  dust.  All  this 
and  Eisenhower  too. 

Monty  was  right  and  Truman  was  great. 
So  history  shall  say.  You  can  understand 
Ike’s  hatred  of  Truman.  The  previous  ad¬ 
ministrations  gave  him  the  boost  to  where 
he  is.  But  he  is  placing  himself  where  in 
history  he  will  be. 


r 


THE  WHEAT  BILL 


Mr.  NEUBERGER.  Mr.  President,  I 
believe  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Delaware  [Mr.  Williams!  deserves  great 
credit  for  his  persistence  in  seeking  to 
place  a  limitation  on  the  amount  of  the 
price  support  payments  which  any  one 
farm  operation  can  receive  in  a  given 
calendar  year. 

Since  I  became  a  Member  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  in  1955, 1  believe  I  have  consistently 
supported  the  Senator  from  Delaware 
in  every  effort  he  has  made  ih  this  re¬ 
spect.  I  believe  that  his  success  today  is 
a  signal  accomplishment,  and  I  was 
greatly  pleased  to  be  able  to  associate 
myself  with  him  in  that  cause. 

I  feel  that  it  is  desirable  that  this- 
limitation  apply  across  the  board  to  any 
one  operation,  rather  than  to  have  it 
apply  to  a  single  crop  or  commodity, 
which  could  then  result  in  many  times 
$35,000  being  paid.  I  hope  that  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware,  which  the  majority  of  the  Senate 
supported,  will  be  retained  in  conference 
and  will  be  sent  to  the  desk  of  the 
President  for  his  signature. 
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*  I  think  the  record  should  note  one 
other  thing:  When  I  requested  a  yea-, 
and-nay  vote  on  the  administration’s  al¬ 
ternative  farm  program  as  offered  by  the 
distinguished  minority  leader,  I  received 
very  little  support  from  the  Senate  in 
that  respect.  I  think  this  raises  some 
doubts  about  the  offering  of  the  proposal. 
When  something  so  important  as  the 
administration’s  farm  program  is  of¬ 
fered  as  a  substitute  for  the  bill  before 
the  Senate,  there  should  be  a  yea-and- 
nay  vote. on  it,  so  that  there  will  be  an 
accurate  determination  of  senatorial 
sentiment  in  that  regard. 

LONG-RANGE  WHEAT  SOLUTION  NEEDED 

Mr.  President,  I  regret  that  the  Sen¬ 
ate  has  not  seen  fit  to  adopt  a  compre¬ 
hensive,  long-range  approach  to  prob¬ 
lems  involving  the  production  of  wheat. 

As  a  cosponsor  of  S.  1484,  authorized  by 
the  Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Carlson]  , 
which  would  provide  a  wheat  stabiliza¬ 
tion  plan  containing  the  two-price  con¬ 
cept,  I  had  hoped  that  the  principle  of 
the  domestic  parity  plan  would  receive 
more  extensive  consideration  by  the 
Senate. 

Earlier  this  year  I  pointed  out  to  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Subcommittee  on  Agricul¬ 
tural  Production,  Marketing,  and  Stabi¬ 
lization  of  Prices  of  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  and  Forestry  the  reasons 
why  I  believe  that  S.  1484  provides  an 
excellent  starting  point  for  necessary  re¬ 
vision  of  portions  of  our  Federal  agri¬ 
cultural  program.  I  have  noted  that  S. 
1484  would: 

First.  Assist  in  reducing  huge  wheat 
surpluses  held  by  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation. 

Second.  Provide  savings  to  the  Treas¬ 
ury  of  over  $750  million  in  decreased 
storage  and  price  support  payments. 

Third.  Permit  adoption  of  a  wheat 
program  favored  by  a  majority  of  wheat 
farmers,  including  the  Oregon  Wheat 
Growers  League  in  my  State. 

Mi-.  President,  I  think  that  S.  1484 
represents  a  workable  and  realistic  wheat 
program.  While  the  urgencies  of  the 
present  situation  demand  immediate  ac¬ 
tion,  I  hope  that  the  Senate  will  not 
regard  the  present  legislation  as  a  final 
solution,  but  will  reexamine  the  triple 
benefits  which  I  believe  that  S.  1484  will 
supply  to  the  public  and  the  farmer. 

The  wheat  stabilization  embodied  in 
S.  1484  recognizes  four  basic  and  vital 
concepts. 

First.  The  expansion  of  CCC  wheat 
stockpiles  should  be  halted  and  holdings 
reduced  to  a  normal  level. 

Second.  A  decrease  in  the  net  income 
of  wheat  farmers  does  not  necessarily 
mean  a  reduction  in  wheat  production. 

Third.  Solution  of  the  overall  farm 
problem  is  not  aided  if  reduction  in 
wheat  acreage  results  in  a  shift  to  other 
crops  which  may  be  in  surplus. 

Fourth.  Greater  yields  per  acre  should 
not  be  automatically  reflected  in  larger 
Government  stores  of  wheat. 

I  believe  that  these  basic  premises 
are  sound.  S.  1484  provides  the  admin¬ 
istrative  details  which  would  make  their 
implementation  reality.  The  bill  should 
be  enacted  and  the  program  given  a 
trial 


Mr.  President,  I  think  that  we  should 
recognize  that  wheat  surpluses  repre¬ 
sent  an  opportunity  as  well  as  a  prob¬ 
lem.  Our  abundance  can  mean  free¬ 
dom  from  hunger  for  countless  thou¬ 
sands  in  less  fortunate  countries.  This 
is  why  I  am  happy  to  be  a  cosponsor  of 
the  comprehensive  food  for  peace  bill 
introduced  earlier  this  year  by  the  sen¬ 
ior  Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
Humphrey]  .  This  legislation  would  per¬ 
mit  the  United  States  to  more  effectively 
aid  underdeveloped  nations  to  feed  their 
citizens  and  to  promote  economic  prog- 
gress.  I  think  that  this  proposal  has 
great  significance  for  wheat.  Many 
Western  and  Asian  nations  now  suffer 
from  inability  to  produce  an  adequate 
food  supply — including  bread — for  their 
citizens.  Within  the  past  few  years 
Oregon  wheat  growers  have  demon¬ 
strated  that  wheat  can  become  an  im¬ 
portant  food  in  the  diet  of  Oriental 
peoples. 

Mr.  President,  on  May  17,  1959,  the 
Sunday  Journal  of  Portland,  Oreg.,  pub¬ 
lished  an  excellent  editorial  entitled,... 
“Wheat  Surplus  and  World  Market.”^ 
The  editorial  discusses  the  need  for  the  1 
creation  of  a  program  which  will  more 
adequately  assist  in  channeling  our  ex¬ 
cess  wheat  production  into  the  world’s 
hungry  mouths.  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  it  be  printed  at  this  point  in 
the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  editorial 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

[From  the  Portland  (Oreg.)  Sunday  Journal, 
May  17,  1959] 

-  Wheat  Surplus  and  World  Market 

The  U.S.  wheat  surplus  problem  would  be 
much  easier  to  deal  with  were  it  not  inex¬ 
tricably  involved  in  foreign  policy. 

To  the  average  American,  it  makes  sense 
to  take  wheat  out  of  bulging  bins  and  ship 
it  abroad.  The  United  States  has  been  do¬ 
ing  this  in  recent  years  to  a  greater  degree 
than  ever  before  under  special  surplus  dis¬ 
posal  programs. 

But  these  programs,  which  have  some¬ 
times  been  described  as  a  fire-sale  approach, 
do  not  sit  well  with  other  friendly  wheat- 
producing  nations.  The  United  States  has 
been  accused  of  undercutting  other  nations 
in  world  markets,  and  this  has  been  a  prin¬ 
cipal  source  of  irritation  with  Canada. 

Just  recently  a  joint  Canadi^n-U.S.  re¬ 
search  committee  came  up  with  a  report  to 
the  effect  that  U.S.  wheat  surplus  disposal 
programs  have  harmed  Canada  and  will  con¬ 
tinue  to  do  so  for  some  time  to  come.  The 
authors  said  the  United  States  had  definitely 
captured  wheat  markets  from  Canada  in 
Cuba,  Brazil,  Colombia,  and  Venezuela.  The 
United  States  can  sell  cheaper  abroad  be¬ 
cause  its  producers  are  subsidized,  while 
Canadian  wheat  men  produce  largely  for  the 
world  market  price  i 

The  research  committee  is  gloomy  about 
the  future,  predicting  that  the  excessive 
world  carryover  of  wheat  is  going  to  be  great¬ 
er  than  ever.  Its  figures  at  the  beginning  of 
the  1957-58  marketing  year  said  Canada  and 
the  United  States  had  enough  wheat  on  hand 
to  supply  their  own  needs,  plus  three-fourths 
of  the  entire  world  trade  for  2  years. 

We  assume  that  what  is  meant  by  world 
trade  is  limited  to  that  which  moves  nor¬ 
mally  in  commercial  trade  channels  without 
relationship  to  actual  need  in  underdevel¬ 
oped  countries.  Nobody  that  we  know  of 
has  come  up  with  figures  showing  what  dent 
would  be  made  in  the  world  surplus  if  the 
needs  of  hungry  people  could  be  met. 


Recently  a  new  wheat  utilization  commit¬ 
tee  was  formed  in  Washington,  with  repre¬ 
sentatives  from  five  wheat-producing  coun¬ 
tries,  the  United  States,  Canada,  Argentina, 
Australia,  and  France,  as  the  result  of  a 
food-for-peace  conference,  to  study  future 
wheat  disposal  plans.  Such  a  conference  had 
been  proposed  earlier  by  President  Eisen¬ 
hower  to  study  ways  of  channeling  surplus 
grains  to  needy  nations. 

Press  reports  indicated  the  conference 
-showed  greater  concern  over  the  protection 
and  expansion  of  commercial  markets  than, 
over  finding  ways,  to  feed  the  hungry. 

Still  some  positive  steps  were  taken  to¬ 
ward  the  latter  goal,  including  plans  to  im¬ 
prove  emergency  wheat  distribution  by  es¬ 
tablishing  stockpiles  around  the  world  and 
to  develop  a  feeding  system  for  classrooms 
and  refugee  camps.  Representatives  of  the 
five  nations  agreed  also  to  discuss  plans  for 
the  acceptance  of  payments  in  the  so-called 
soft  currencies. 

To  put  wheat  products  into  hungry 
mouths  makes  more  sense  than  to  continue 
paying  enormous  storage  costs  for  wheat 
we  don’t  know  what  to  do  with.  An  inter¬ 
national  approach  is  necessary  to  accomplish 
this  goal.  Let  us  hope  plans  initiated  at  the 
five-nation  conference  will  be  vigorously 
parried  forward. _ 


CLARIFICATION  AT  GENEVA— NEW 
\SECRETARY  OF  STATE  HERTER 

DOES  WELL 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  while 
the  debate  among  military  experts  may 
be  as\to  whether  U.S.  armament  for  war 
is  superior  to  that  of  the  Soviets,  there 
is  no  abubt  that  American  armament  for 
peace  ia  by  far  the  better.  The  West  has 
come  to  Geneva  with  a  sincere  and  work¬ 
able  plan  for  reunifying  Germany  and 
promoting  the  peace ;  our  side  is  willing 
to  compromise  on  some  of  the  details 
but  we  have  made  clear  the  goal  we  seek 
and  our  determination  to  achieve  it 
through  negotiation;  we  have  equally 
made  clear  that  we  will  not  turn  to  ap¬ 
peasement.  The  Soviets  on  their  part 
remain  intransigent;  they  cling  stub¬ 
bornly  to  their  pld  policies  of  relentless 
pressure,  a  policy  which  leads  only  to 
future  Berlin  crimes,  to  future  Quemoy- 
Matsu  incidents,  to  future  stresses. 

Will  Rogers,  moRe  than  three  decades 
ago,  observed  that  the  United  States  has 
never  lost  a  war  nob  ever  won  a  peace 
conference.  Times  n^ve  changed.  The 
next  war,  which  coulcftbe  a  nuclear  con¬ 
flict,  can  in  effect  be^  won  by  neither 
side — its  end  result  would  be  near  uni¬ 
versal  devastation,  the  experts  say. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  dnanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  at  this  point  in  the 
Record  an  editorial  entitlted  “Clarifica¬ 
tion  at  Geneva,”  published  in  the  New 
York  Times  of  May  21,  19515).  The  edi¬ 
torial  analyzes  well  the  U.S.\position  at 
Geneva.  \ 

There  being  no  objection,  the  editorial 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows :  \ 

[From  the  New  York  Times,  May  31,  1959] 
Clarification  at  Geneva  \ 

The  Geneva  Conference  of  Foreign  Minis¬ 
ters  has  already  produced  one  important  re¬ 
sult:  It  has  brought  about  a  necessary!  and 
enlightening  clarification  of  both  the  \ag- 
gressive  and  dictatorial  Soviet  designs  and 
the  real  significance  of  the  Western  peace 
plan.  The  clarification  is  an  essential  first 
step  toward  a  true  appraisal  of  the  situaV 
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tion,  afwl  it  should  dispel  a  lot  of  muddled 
WesternSfiiinking  that  has  been  playing  into 
Soviet  hafids. 

As  expounded  by  the  Western  Foreign  Min¬ 
isters,  they  nave  come  to  Geneva  with  the 
high  purposeNpf  engaging  in  serious  and 
meaningful  negotiations  not  only  to  cope 
with  the  Berlin\risis  precipitated  by  the 
Soviets  but  also  t\pave  the  way  to  a  just 
and  lasting  peace.  \To  that  end  they  have 
agreed  on  a  peace  plan  which,  as  Secretary 
Herter  emphasizes,  is  Mailed  throughout  the 
world.  It  has  ended  the  Western  practice 
of  merely  responding  to\Soviet  challenges 
and  has  not  only  given  the  West  the  ini¬ 
tiative  but  has  also  put  the\£oviets  On  the 
defensive. 

Furthermore,  in  a  direct  indictment  of  the 
Versailles  Treaty  that  ended  the  glrst  World 
War,  this  plan  renounces  peace  Tiy  dicta¬ 
tion  and  discrimination  against  whole.  na¬ 
tions  and  envisages  instead  a  peace  based  on 
consent.  Such  a  peace  calls  first  of  aU,  as 
the  “key  to  everything,”  for  German  reWii- 
fication  under  a  freely  elected  all-GermVn 
Government  able  to  sign  a  peace  pact  free! 
negotiated.  The  Western  powers  have  again1 
solemnly  pledged  their  support  to  it  and  Pre¬ 
mier  Khrushchev’s  assertion  that  “nobody 
wants  German  reunification”  can  henceforth 
be  echoed  in  the  West  only  by  accusing^ 
the  Western  powers  of  perpetrating  a  cruere 
hoax  on  the  world. 

Finally,  the  plan  proposes  a  system  of 
European  security  and  armament  control  to 
meet  professed  Soviet  concern  and  assure 
the  peace  and  safety  of  both  East  and  West 
Europe,  including  Soviet  Russia  and  Ger¬ 
many,  under  mutual  obligations  freely  ne¬ 
gotiated  and  therefore  acceptable  in  the 
common  interest. 

In  contrast,  the  Soviets,  far  from  merely 
seeking  Western  recognition  of  the  status 
quo,  evil  and  dangerous  as  it  is,  really  pro¬ 
pose  to  change  it  in  order  to  win  a  new 
basis  for  Russia’s  century-long  expansion  to 
the  west.  To  that  purpose  they  are  trying 
to  impose  not  only  on  Germany  but  on  the 
whole  West,  and  by  a  victor’s  “diktat” 
backed  by  rocket  threats,  a  so-called  Ger¬ 
man  peace  treaty  which  wold  definitely  dis¬ 
member  and  neutralize  Germany,  take  West 
Germany  out  of  NATO  and  not  only  render 
it  defenseless  against  the  East  to  the  detri¬ 
ment  of  Western  defenses  but  also  force 
American  and  British  withdrawal  from  the 
European  continent,  leaving  it  to  Soviet 
mercies. 

The  Soviets  already  proclaim  the  annexa-' 
tion  of  Greater  Berlin  to  their  East  German 
puppet  state,  and  give  the  West  the  al¬ 
ternative  of  either  withdrawing  its  forces 
from  West  Berlin  or  admitting  Soviet  troops 
to  it,  a  third  proposition  of  the  Units 
Nations  forces  in  West  Berlin  being  ruled  alit 
by  Secretary  General  Hammarskjold  Mm- 
self. 

Finally  the  Soviets  pay  lip  servic^^o  Ge- 
man  reunification  by  the  will  of  tiyrierman 
people  and  by  free  elections.  Bu/they  pre¬ 
vent  the  German  people  fro rer  expressing 
that  will  and  present  as  spokesmen  for  the 
East  Germans  Soviet  citizen?  and  commis¬ 
sars  who  in  German  eyes  ave  renegades  and 
traitors  ready  to  Sovietize  all  Germany. 

Unless  the  Soviets  abandon  these  aims, 
the  prospects  at  Genev?  are  dark  indeed. 


DETERIORATION  OP  GETTYSBURG 
NATIONAL  SHRINE 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  Jess  Gorkin,  editor  of  Parade 
magazineyTias  done  all  of  us  a  service 
by  writn /g  an  open  letter  to  the  Mem¬ 
bers  of/the  Senate  concerning  the  Get¬ 
tysburg  Battlefield.  The  letter  was  pub¬ 
lished  in  Parade  magazine  for  May  17, 
19f 


I  feel  as  much  ashamed  of  the  con¬ 
dition  into  which  this  national  shrine 
has  fallen  as  Mr.  Gorkin  does.  By  arous¬ 
ing  millions  of  readers  to  the  situation  at 
Gettysburg,  Mr.  Gorkin  has  made  it 
mandatory  for  Congress  to  take  action. 
We  should  preserve  our  shrines  in  the 
best  possible  condition.  By  doing  so, 
future  generations  can  see  Gettysburg  as 
a  beautiful  memorial. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  Mr.  Gor¬ 
kin’s  open  letter  to  the  Senate  be  printed 
at  this  point  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

It’s  Not  Too  Late  To  Save  Gettysburg 
The  Members  of  the  U.S.  Senate, 

Senate  Office  Building 
Washington,  D.C. 

Gentlemen:  The  battle  of  Gettysburg  and 
the  memory  of  the  men  who  fell  here  moved 
Abraham  Lincoln  in  1863  to  deliver  a  simple, 
eloquent  address  that  continues  to  stir  men’s 
souls.  In  it  Lincoln  spoke  with  feeling  of 
he  brave  men  who  had  consecrated  the 
bVttleground  with  their  blood.  He  described 
it\s  “fitting  and  proper”  that  the  Nation 
dedicate  a  portion  of  the  field  to  their, 
memo 

NowVhat  shrine  is  in  danger.  Last 
cember  \4,  Parade  described  the  marcl/  of 
commercialism  across  the  slopes  where/160.- 
000  Confederate  and  Union  troops  /ought 
the  Civil  WarCs  bloodiest  battle!  Th/s  began 
a  new  battle  of  Gettysburg,  whiclyPresident 
Eisenhower,  whose  farm  overlook/lhe  battle¬ 
field,  and  his  Congressman,  Jaj^es  M.  Quig¬ 
ley,  Democrat  of NPennsylvaym,  carried  to 
the  committees  of  ''Congress?  They  sought 
$750,000  to  buy  land'withiii  Gettysburg  Na¬ 
tional  Military  Park  before  private  owners 
could  exploit  it.  But  tac  House  Appropria¬ 
tions  Committee  denied  them  the  money. 

Now  it  is  up  to  you  in  the  Senate.  And 
for  each  day  lost,  j/ part  oftour  heritage  is 
lost.  Next  year,  or  the  year\tfter,  may  be 
too  late  to  Save  G/ttysburg. 

I  wish  I  could'guide  you  over  tflese  historic 
acres.  I  woul?  point  out  a  rustingSauto  that 
marks  the  spot  where  Gen.  Georgiy.  Meade, 
the  Union ^Ommander,  set  up  his  field,  head¬ 
quarters. /You  would  see  a  free  museum  and 
souvenir?  shop  near  the  scene  of  the  \irst 
fighting.  Another  souvenir  stand  and  gas 
statidii  stand  near  the  place  General  Barks 
dal?  was  killed  at  the  head  of  his  Mississip- 
pj/ns.  The  left  flank  of  Confederate  artillery 

as  dug  in  where  the  Sweet  Kiss  shop  now 
stands. 

Or  you  can  follow  the  route  of  Pickett’s 
historic  charge:  across  an  auto  junkyard, 
past  a  new  motel  on  the  left  flank,  beyond 
plots  for  a  housing  subdivision.  Finally, 
you  should  pause  at  the  cemetery  where 
Lincoln  spoke  his  memorable  words.  Within 
100  yards  of  this  hallowed  resting  place  may 
rise  an  industrial  plant  for  the  land  is  owned 
by  a  large  steel  corporation. 

The  memory  that  inspired  Lincoln’s  stir¬ 
ring  words  must  be  worth  more  to  America 
than  the  $750,000  needed  to  stop  the  ad¬ 
vance  of  commercialism.  How  will  you  vote, 
gentlemen  of  the  Senate? 

Respectfully  yours,  / 

Jess  Gorkin, 

Editor,  Parade. 


District  of  Columbia.  The  resolution 
was  adopted  by  an  overwhelming  votevof 
89  to  8,  following  the  submission  of  a 
report  on  the  subject  by  a  special >com- 
mittee  appointed  to  study  the  problem. 
The  special  committee  consisted  of  a 
cross-section  of  eminent  lawyers  who 
have  practiced  on  both  sides/of  criminal 
cases.  Only  1  of  the  30  members  of  the 
committee  dissented  fronVits  report. 

This  action  represents/a  great  forward 
step  in  the  continuing/process  of  bring¬ 
ing  up  to  date  the  c/iminal  laws  of  the 
Nation’s  Capital.  The  present  manda¬ 
tory  death  statute/in  the  District  of  Co¬ 
lumbia  for  first/uegree  murder  cases  is 
unique.  No  otner  State  in  the  Dnion 
has  such  a  Ziarsh  inflexible  provision. 
New  York  State,  for  instance,  years  ago 
agandone?  the  mandatory  death  sen¬ 
tence. 

Such/  rigid  justice  is  self-defeating. 
It  does  not  protect  the  public  because  it 
often  leads  to  acquittal  of  the  guilty  to 
avymd  the  death  penalty.  At  the  same 
le  it  can  lead  to  an  indefensible  met¬ 
ing  out  of  the  ultimate  penalty  without 
regard  to  the  particular  facts  and  cir¬ 
cumstances  in  a  given  case.  The  ends 
of  justice  are  not  served  by  any  such 
mechanical  formula  for  punishment. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  today  requested 
the  legislative  counsel  to  draft  a  bill  to 
remove -this  archaic  requirement  from 
the  District  of  Columbia  Code.  I  shall 
present  the  proposed  legislation  to  Con¬ 
gress  in  the  very  near  future.  I  am 
hopeful  that  Congress  will  be  spurred  by 
the  recommendations  of  the  judicial  con¬ 
ference  to  quick  action  on  this  measure. 


PROPOSED  ABOLITION  OF -CAPITAL 
i.  PUNISHMENT  IN  DISTRICT  OF 
COLUMBIA 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  President,  the 
Judicial  Conference  of  the  District  of 
Columbia  Circuit  today  adopted  a  reso¬ 
lution  recommending  that  mandatory 
capital  punishment  be  abolished  in  the 


MUTUAL  SECURITY  PROGRAM- 
STATEMENT  BY  AMERICAN  FARM 
BUREAU  FEDERATION 

Mr.  DWORSHAK.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  printed 
in  the  body  of  the  Record  a  statement 
by  the  American  Farm  Bureau  Federa¬ 
tion  with  regard  to  the  mutual  security 
program.  The  statement  was  presented 
to  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations 
vpn  M^,y  22,  1959,  by  John  C.  Lynn,  legis- 
itive  director,  and  Herbert  E.  Harris  II, 
assistant  legislative  director,  of  the  Fed¬ 
eration. 

Tli^re  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  Vas  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
RecordNs  follows : 

Statements,  of  the  American  Farm  Bureau 
FederatioV  Before  the  Senate  Foreign 
Relations  Committee  With  Regard  to  the 
Mutual  SecWhty  Program  Presented  by 
John  C.  Lynnl  Legislative  Director  and 
Herbert  E.  HaAis  II,  Assistant  Legisla¬ 
tive  Director,  M^22,  1959 
The  American  FaVn  Bureau  Federation 
appreciates  this  opportunity  to  present  its 
views  with  regard  to  sweral  aspects  of  the 
mutual  security  program.' 

Farm  Bureau  supports  \n  principle  the 
mutual  security  program;  \pwever,  we  be¬ 
lieve  substantial  savings  can  made  in  the 
$3,930  million  requested  by  th\  administra¬ 
tion  without  impairing  the  effectiveness  of 
the  program.  The  proposed  savings  we  rec¬ 
ommend  in  the  mutual  security  program  will 
still  provide  authorizations  at  abdut  the 
level  of  the  appropriations  made  By  the 
Congress  for  this  year. 

We  recognize  the  need  for  sound  fiscal  pol¬ 
icy  and  a  balanced  budget,  and  will  continr 
to  make  recommendations  for  appropriation! 
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1  WHEAT.  The  Agriculture  Committee  reported  with  amendments' H.  R.  7246,  to  revise 
acreage  allotments  and  price  supports  for  wheat  (H.  Rept,  384) .  pp.  8139,  8087 

2.  GENERAL  GOVERNMENT  MATTERS  APPROPRIATION  BILL  FOR  19^0. Began  and  concluded 

debate  on  this  bill,  y.  R.  7176  (pp.  8096-8112).  The\vote  on  passage  of  the 
bill  was  postponed  udtil  Wed. ,  May  27  (p.  8112) . 

Rejected,  15  to/26,  an  amendment  by  Rep.  Gross  to  stride  out  an  item  of 
$57,500  for  the  president's  Advisory  Committee  on  Government  Organization 
(p.  8104). 

Rejected,  Lgf  to  57,  an  amendment  by  Rep.  O'Hara  to  permit  Agencies  to  use 
appropriated/xunds  to  employ  any  aliens  lawfully  admitted  to  tm$.  U.  S,  for 
permanent  l^esidence.  (p.  8111) 

3.  STATE -JUSTICE  APPROPRIATION  BILL  FOR  1960.  Began  debate  on  this  biltv  H.  R.  7343 
pp.  81P2-28 

Rejected  an  amendment  by  Rep.  Gross  to  reduce  from  $48,033,000  to  $ilSL033,000 
the /appropriation  for  contributions  to  international  organizations,  p.  0SL 23 
'As  reported  (see  Digest  82)  ,  this  bill  includes  $2,997,489  for  the  Food\and 
^riculture  Organization  and  also  funds  for  the  Inter-American  Institute  of 
'Agricultural  Sciences,  International  Sugar  Council,  and  International  Wheat 


Coi 


:se 


icil .  The  committee  report  includes  the  following  statement: 

"The  Committee  again  expresses  its  concern  over  the  ever  increasing^ 
buMgets  of  the  International  Organizations.  Our  representatives  to  t\ 
organizations  should  make  every  effort  to  prevent  these  large  increases  in 
budgets,  and  should  exercise  strong  leadership  in  weeding  our  marginal 
activities  by  keeping  the  organizations  oriented  to  the  primary  objectives 
for  which  they  were  created. 

"EveryXef fort  should  be  made  to  use  foreign  credits  rather  0\an  American 
dollars  wherever  possible." 


4.  COMMERCE  APPROPRIATION  BILL  FOR  1960.  The  Appropriations  Cor 
without  amen dmenty: his  bill,  H.  R.  7349  (H.  Rept.  377).  p. 


fttee  reported 
S139 


5.  CONTRACTS.  The  Rules\Committee  reported  a  resolution  for  ^consideration  of  H.  R. 
7086,  to  extend  the  Renegotiation  Act  of  1951  for  4  year's,  until  June  30,  1963. 
p.  8139 


6.  FEED  GRAINS.  The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  the  Rule/  Committee  "Completed  hear¬ 
ings  but  took  no  action  on  \he  granting  of  a  rule y6n  H.  R.  5432,  re  adjustment  „ 
of  price  supports  for  feed  grvpins.  Witnesses  he/rd  were  Representatives  Poagef 
and  Hoeven.”  p.  D393 


7.  PERSONNEL.  The  "Daily  Digest"  stibtes  that  th/  Rules  Committee  "Completed  hearing 
but  took  no  action  on  the  granting\of  a  ruLe  on  H.  R.  5752,  re  observance  of 
legal  holidays  by  Federal  employees\ whicjj  occur  on  Sat.  pp.  D393-4 


8.  WATER  POLLUTION.  The  Rules  Committee  r^borted  a  resolution  for  consideration  of 
H.  R.  3610,  to  amend  the  Federal  Wate/  Pollution  Control  Act  so  as  to  increase 
grants  for  construction  of  sewage  treatment  works  and  to  establish  an  Office  of 
Water  Pollution  Control,  p.  D393 


CREDIT  UNIONS.  A  subcommittee 
report  with  amendment  H.  R.  57, 
p.  D393 


the  Banking  "hiid  Currency  Committee  voted  to 
to  amend  the  federal  Credit  Union  Act. 


FARM  PROGRAM.  Rep.  Hoffman/discussed  the  case  of  Stanley  Yankus,  who  sold  his  f 
farm  and  moved  to  Australia  allegedly  because  of  penalties  assessed  against 
him  for  exceeding  his  wheat  acreage  allotments,  stated,  that  "It  is  an  acknowl¬ 
edged  fact  that  the  program  has  failed,"  and  inserted  a^  editorial,  "Controlling 
Farm  Prices  Leads  to /Control ling  Farmers."  p.  8118 


11.  COMMITTEE  ASSIGNMENTS.  Agreed  to  a  resolution  electing  Rep.\Robert  W.  Levering 
a  member  of  the  Agriculture  Committee,  and  Rep.  James  C.  Oliver  a  member  of  the 
Post  Office  and/Civil  Service  Committee,  p.  8087 


12.  DISASTER  RELLEF.  Received  from  the  President  a  report  of  act ivitjK  under  authorit 
of  Public  Law  875,  81st  Congress,  which  authorizes  Federal  aid  to  \tate  and 
local  governments  in  major  disasters  (H.  Doc.  157).  p.  8095 


13.  COMMITS 
May  2j 


REPORTS.  The  Rules  Committee  was  granted  permission  until  mi< 
"to  file  certain  reports."  p.  8112 


light, 


14.  EXPORT  CONTROL,  Received  from  the  Commerce  Department  a  quarterly  report 
required  under  the  Export  Control  Act  of  1949."  p.  8138 
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May  25,  1959. — Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of 
the  Union  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


|Mr.  Cooley,  from  the  Committee  on  Agriculture,  submitted  the 

following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.R.  7246] 

The  Committee  on  Agriculture,  to  whom  was  referred  the  bill 
(H.R.  7246)  to  amend  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  the 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  and  Public  Law  74, 
77th  Congress,  as  amended,  having  considered  the  same,  report  favor¬ 
ably  thereon  with  amendments  and  recommend  that  the  bill  do  pass. 

The  amendments  are  as  follows: 

Page  2,  line  10,  strike  out  “30”  and  insert  “25”. 

Page  2,  line  14,  strike  out  “344”  and  insert  “334”. 

Page  3,  line  10,  after  the  word  “if”  insert  “marketing  quotas  for  the 
particular  crop  are  in  effect  and”. 

Page  3,  line  13,  strike  out  “30”  and  insert  “25”. 

.  Page  3,  line  14,  strike  out  “344”  and  insert  “334”. 

I  Page  4,  line  20,  strike  out  “30”  and  insert  “25”. 

Page  4,  line  21,  strike  out  “344(c)”  and  insert  “334(c)(2)”. 

Page  9,  line  10,  strike  out  “30”  and  insert  “25”. 

SHORT  EXPLANATION 

This  bill,  which  applies  only  to  the  1960  and  1961  crops  of  wheat, 
would  reduce  the  production  of  wheat  during  the  2  years  by  approxi¬ 
mately  480  million  bushels;  it  would  lower  the  costs  of  the  wheat  pro¬ 
gram  during  this  period  by  an  estimated  $528  million,  and  would 
protect  wheat  growers  from  undue  hardships  while  their  production 
is  being  harshly  reduced.  Major  provisions  of  the  bill  include: 

1.  Each  farm  acreage  allotment  of  wheat,  under  the  55  million 
national  allotment,  would  be  reduced  25  percent  in  1960  and  1961. 
This  land  in  the  25  percent  reduction  would  not  be  eligible  for  the  soil 
bank  or  for  planting  to  any  crop  subject  to  price  support  under  the 
Agricultural  Act  of  1949. 
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2.  Producers  who  grow  no  crops  on  and  do  not  graze  the  land  in  the  k 
25  percent  reduction  would  be  eligible  to  receive  payments  in  kind  [ 
(wheat)  equivalent  to  one-third  of  the  average  annual  production  of 
the  retired  acres  during  the  preceding  3  years. 

3.  The  support  price  would  be  at  90  percent  of  parity  in  1960  and  - 
1961. 

4.  All  growers,  cooperators  and  noncooperators,  would  be  eligible  | 
for  price  support  at  50  percent  of  parity,  if  marketing  quotas  are 
disapproved  by  more  than  one-third  of  the  growers  voting  in  j 
referendums. 

5.  The  15-acre  exemption  would  be  reduced  to  the  smaller  of  12 
acres,  or  the  highest  planted  acreage  in  1957,  1958,  or  1959,  and  the  ! 
200-bushel  exemption  would  be  repealed. 

6.  The  30-acre  ceiling  on  the  wheat-for-feed  exemption  would  be  ! 
removed,  and  there  would  be  no  limit  on  production  for  on-the-farm 
use. 

7.  For  the  2  years  this  program  is  in  effect  it  would  increase  the 
present  penalty  for  overplanting  from  45  percent  of  parity  to  65  |i 
percent,  and  the  penalty  computations  would  be  based  on  double  the^ 
normal  yield  or  the  actual  yield,  whichever  is  lower. 

8.  If  marketing  quotas  are  disapproved,  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  could  not  release  wheat  from  its  holdings  at  less  than  75 
percent  of  parity,  plus  5  percent,  plus  carrying  charges. 

9.  Voting  eligibility  for  marketing  quota  referendums  would  be 
based  on  the  previous  year’s  planting  record  rather  than  on  the  an¬ 
nounced  intention  of  planting  for  the  coming  year. 

10.  Acreage  histories  for  the  2-year  life  of  this  program  would  be 
automatically  preserved. 

At  the  end  of  the  2  years,  the  wheat  program  would  revert  to  the 
program  provided  under  present  law,  unless  the  Congress  takes  further 
action  before  the  1962  crop  is  planted. 

STATEMENT 

Wheat  is  the  Nation’s  No.  1  farm  problem. 

This  problem,  in  the  form  of  great  unused  stores  of  wheat,  has  not 
developed  from  lack  of  farmer  cooperation  with  the  Government  in 
production  adjustments.  It  is  directly  attributable  to —  J 

1.  The  failure  of  the  administration  to  work  with  the  Congress  for* 
sound  improvements  in  the  wheat  program  to  meet  the  requirements 
and  necessities  created  by  advances  in  production  sciences  which  have 
vastly  increased  the  per-acre  yield  of  wheat  in  recent  years,  and 

2.  The  preoccupation  of  the  administration  in  cutting  down  the 
growers’  prices  when,  instead,  the  major  emphasis  of  Government 
should  have  been  concentrated  on  the  use  of  the  broad  powers  bestowed 
by  the  Congress  to  move  our  abundant  supplies  of  food  into  con¬ 
sumption  in  the  United  States  and  to  friendly  peoples  throughout  the 
world. 

As  an  example  of  our  failure  to  develop  world  markets,  this  com¬ 
mittee  directs  the  attention  of  the  House  to  the  fact  that  American 
exports  of  wheat  since  1953  have  declined  in  comparison  with  the 
previous  6  years,  while  Russia’s  exports,  although  still  small  by  com¬ 
parison,  have  increased  by  500  percent  in  the  last  2  years.  Moreover, 
Russia’s  wheat  production  now  again  has  surpassed  theU.S.  production. 


WHEAT  PROGRAM  FOR  196  0  AND  1961  3 

Furthermore,  the  committee  respectfully  brings  forward,  these 
statistics  from  Department  of  Agriculture  records: 

During  the  last  6  years,  1953  to  1958,  inclusive,  American  farmers 
have  produced  less,  not  more,  wheat  than  in  the  previous  6  years. 
The  1947  to  1952,  inclusive  production  amounted  to  7,065  million 
bushels,  whereas  in  the  last  6  years  the  output  has  totaled  6,509  million 
bushels. 

At  the  end  of  the  1952  marketing  year  the  total  supply  of  wheat 
from  this  larger  production  was  1,443  million  bushels — only  256  million 
bushels  more  than  we  actually  used  in  the  following  year.  At  the  end 
of  the  1958  marketing  year,  by  contrast,  the  total  supply  from  the 
smaller  production  of  the  6  years  1953-58,  was  2,343  million  bushels — 
approximately  twice  a  normal  year’s  consumption.  It  is  clear,  there¬ 
fore,  that  the  responsibility  for  the  wheat  surplus  lies  not  primarily 
with  the  farmers  but  with  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

During  the  last  6  years,  while  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  has  been 
steadily  reducing  the  price  supports  for  farmers,  domestic  use  of  wheat 
(has  declined  to  3,640  million  bushels,  from  the  total  of  4,165  million 
bushels  consumed  in  the  previous  6  years. 

And,  during  these  last  6  years,  our  exports  of  wheat  declined  to  2,240 
million  bushels,  compared  with  a  total  of  2,448  million  bushels  ex¬ 
ported  in  the  prior  6  years. 

World  movement  of  wheat  in  1947  to  1952,  inclusive,  amounted  to 
5,745  million  bushels  and  43  percent  of  the  total  was  American  wheat; 
in  the  1953-58  period,  exports  of  wheat  by  all  countries  amounted  to 
6,646  million  bushels,  and  our  share  of  the  world  movement  of  this 
food  grain  declined  to  34  percent. 

The  decrease  in  our  share  of  the  world’s  market  has  occurred  despite 
the  fact  that  in  1954  the  Congress  gave  to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
virtually  unlimited,  and  unprecedented  authority,  (a)  to  deliver  wheat 
abroad  for  the  currency  of  the  countries  receiving  the  wheat;  ( b )  to 
barter  wheat  for  strategic  materials  needed  in  our  own  country;  and 
(c)  to  donate  wheat  to  friendly  and  needy  peoples  in  other  nations. 

Notwithstanding  this  authority  our  exports  have  lagged,  while 
Russia  has  gained  a  larger  share  of  the  world  wheat  market. 

THE  ADMINISTRATION  POSITION 

^  In  a  special  message  to  the  Congress  on  May  13,  calling  for  imme¬ 
diate  action  on  special  wheat  legislation,  the  President  said: 

I  have  frequently  requested  legislation  to  deliver  our 
farmers  and  taxpayers  everywhere  from  the  mounting  failures 
and  staggering  excesses  of  the  mandatory  farm  price  support 
and  production  control  program. 

The  President  previously,  in  his  farm  message  of  January  19,  urged 
that  growers,  even  in  the  face  of  the  great  supplies  on  hand,  be  given 
unlimited  opportunities  to  produce  wheat,  and  that  their  price  sup¬ 
port  be  slashed  even  below  the  75  percent  of  parity  level  now  prevailing. 

Where  the  President  refers  to  the  “mounting  failures  and  staggering 
excesses’’  of  the  farm  program  it  is  incumbent  upon  this  committee 
to  point  out  to  the  House  that  the  program  for  the  basic  crops,  under 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  operated  for  20  years  prior  to 
1953,  at  an  actual  profit  to  the  Government,  of  $13  million,  that  during 
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11  consecutive  years  1942  to  1952,  inclusive,  the  average  price  level 
of  all  of  agriculture  was  at  or  above  100  percent  of  parity,  and  at  the 
end  of  the  20-year  period  the  Government  had  investments  in  farm 
commodities,  including  basic  and  nonbasic  crops,  amounting  to  only 
$2,452  million;  whereas,  during  the  last  6  years  the  CCC  net  profit 
on  the  basic  crops  has  changed  to  a  net  loss  of  $2,500  million,  net  farm 
income  has  been  almost  $20  billion  less  than  in  the  previous  6  years, 
and  Government  investments  in  commodities  have  risen  to  $9  billion. 

This  is  a  record  of  administrative  failure  it  would  be  difficult  to 
match.  This  is  a  failure  which  cannot  be  dismissed  by  claims  that 
the  6  earlier  years,  1947-52,  were  profitable  to  farmers,  with  very 
small  farm  program  expense  to  our  Government,  because  food  demands 
were  abnormal  during  the  postwar  years  and  during  the  Korean  con-  1 
flict.  The  food  requirements  in  our  own  country  and  the  opportunities  j 
for  exports  of  food  have  been  greater  in  the  most  recent  6  years  than 
in  any  similar  period  of  history. 

The  present  Secretary  of  Agriculture  has  had  more  authority  to  , 
deal  with  the  problems  of  farmers  than  any  of  his  predecessors.  Hejl 
has  had  more  money  at  this  disposal  and  has  spent  more  money  than 
any  other  Secretary.  He  has  more  employees  in  the  Department 
than  any  Secretary  before  him. 

The  farm  program,  as  fundamentally  constructed  by  the  Congress, 
did  not  fail.  When  it  needed  adjustment  to  fit  the  changing  conditions 
in  agriculture,  this  program,  instead,  was  administered  in  a  manner 
to  discredit  it.  And  the  nearer  the  program  has  been  brought  to  the 
low-support,  free-production  philosophy  of  the  Secretary,  the  more 
severe  has  been  the  decline  in  farm  income,  and  the  greater  the  costs 
to  the  Government. 

H.R.  7246 

H.R,.  7246  proposes  to  deal  effectively  with  the  production  phase 
of  the  wheat  problem  in  a  2-year  emergency  program. 

It  meets  the  two  primary  objectives  for  such  a  program  as  set  forth 
by  the  President:  (1)  to  bring  down  the  current  burdensome  stores 
of  wheat  held  by  the  Government,  and  (2)  to  effectuate  savings  in 
costs  to  the  Government  and  to  taxpayers. 

The  committee  has  included  a  third  objective.  This  is  to  protect 
wheatgrowers  against  a  ruinous  drop  in  their  income  while  they i 
drastically  reduce  their  production  * 

In  his  message  to  the  Congress  on  January  19,  the  President  said 
the  accelerated  buildup  of  stocks  of  wheat  now  is  estimated  to  reach 
1.5  billion  bushels  as  of  July  1,  1960,  with  an  investment  of  the  Federal 
Government  totaling  $3.5  billion. 

He  made  specific  recommendations  for  alternative  approaches  to 
the  problem. 

The  President,  as  heretofore  mentioned,  said  the  preferable  ap¬ 
proach  would  be  “to  give  wheatgrowers  a  program  that  would  permit 
them  freedom  to  produce  and  compete  for  markets”;  that  price  sup¬ 
ports  for  wheat  be  based  on  a  percentage  of  the  average  market  price 
for  tne  immediately  preceding  years  or  that  the  Secretary  have  the 
power  to  set  the  support  at  any  level  he  chose;  that  acreage  allotments 
and  marketing  quotas  be  eliminated  “as  soon  as  price  supports  are 
adjusted  to  feed-use  relationships”;  and  that  the  conservation  reserve 
program  be  adjusted  to  aid  temporarily  in  the  transition. 
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The  President  listed  the  alternative  as  “the  control  route,”  and  he 
i  said  if  it  is  chosen  “it  is  essential  that  the  loopholes  be  closed  and 
effective  actions  be  taken  to  bring  production  down  until  stocks  are 
reduced  to  desirable  levels.”  He  said  that  the  control  route  “might 
have  merit  for  an  emergency  adjustment  period.” 

THE  COMMITTEE  POSITION 

The  committee  is  unwilling  to  tell  farmers  they  must  go  the  “no 
l  control”  route,  most  preferred  by  the  President,  because  it  knows 
:  that  without  the  opportunity  to  adjust  production  to  markets,  as 
now  provided  in  the  basic  farm  law,  growers  would  bury  themselves 
beneath  an  abundance  of  wheat  and  would  produce  themselves  into 
bankruptcy.  Feed-livestock  producers  as  well  as  wheat  producers 
woidd  be  badly  hurt. 

Moreover,  the  committee  refuses  to  follow  the  President  in  his 
recommendation  that  we  abandon  the  parity  principle  for  agriculture, 
kin  favor  of  price  supports  based  upon  a  percentage  of  market  prices 
un  past  years.  The  parity  principle  is  the  only  means  in  the  law  by 
which  farm  prices  may  be  measured  in  fair  relationship  with  prices 
in  the  rest  of  the  economy.  The  Nation  accepts  this  principle  as 
sound  and  just,  and  this  committee  is  unwilling  to  return  agriculture 
to  a  standard  of  income  based  solely  on  market  quotations  where  the 
farmer,  unlike  any  other  producer  in  America,  has  no  voice  whatever 
in  the  price  of  what  he  sells. 

However,  in  proposing  this  legislation,  the  committee  has  followed 
other  fundamental  recommendations  of  the  President  for  “the  control 
route.”  The  bill  calls  for  a  sharp  reduction  in  production,  as  advised 
by  the  President  for  a  control  program.  It  “closes  loopholes”  as  sug¬ 
gested  by  the  President,  by  increasing  penalties  on  overproduction  by 
individual  growers.  It  does  not  eliminate  the  15-acre  exemption,  as 
the  President  proposes,  but  the  bill  deals  equitably  with  the  15-acre 
wheat  farmer,  while  reducing  the  number  of  exempted  acres. 

The  bill  actually  gives  growers  the  opportunity  to  discard  controls, 
if  this  is  what  they  desire.  It  stipulates  that  if  fewer  than  two-thirds 
approve  marketing  quotas  under  the  2-year  emergency  program,  the 
support  level  will  drop  to  50  percent  of  parity  and  farmers  will  be  free 
|to  produce  as  much  wheat  as  they  choose,  without  penalty. 

'  The  bill,  in  presenting  the  emergency  program,  departs  most  directly 
from  the  Pi’esident’s  recommendations  by  its  provisions  which  seek  to 
maintain  a  reasonable  income,  through  an  adequate  price  for  wheat 
growers  while  they  are  so  severely  cutting  down  their  acreage. 

THE  FARMERS 

Although  the  surplus  problem  which  this  legislation  seeks  to  remedy 
has  developed  through  no  fault  of  the  farmers,  nevertheless  the 
farmer  is  the  victim. 

When  this  Nation  was  catapulted  into  World  War  II  in  1941,  our 
farmers  were  called  upon  to  produce  to  their  utmost.  Wheat  farmers, 
as  did  all  farmers,  responded  with  a  tremendous  outpouring  of  food, 
to  serve  the  needs  not  only  of  America  but  also  of  our  allies  in  many 
areas  of  the  world. 
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In  the  postwar  era  a  large  part  of  the  world  was  destitute  and  our 
farms  fed  the  people.  The  Korean  conflict,  with  the  worldwide  threat 
of  communism,  called  for  a  new  surge  of  production,  and  our  farmers 
again  responded  to  the  appeals  of  their  Government. 

Food  and  fiber  output  attained  a  rate  more  than  40  percent  above 
prewar  levels.  Wheat  production  was  virtually  doubled  between 
1940  and  1948. 

It  is  reasonable  to  say  that,  except  for  the  energy  and  enterprise  of 
American  farmers,  large  areas  of  the  world  would  not  be  democratic 
today.  Our  friends  throughout  the  world  would  be  fewer,  and  coun¬ 
tries  now  proud  associates  in  the  free  world  might  now  be  behind  the 
Iron  Curtain. 

Such  has  been  the  contribution  of  our  farmers. 

In  recent  years,  as  the  use  of  American  wheat  has  diminished,  it  has 
become  necessary  to  reduce  our  production.  Our  wheatgrowers  have 
accepted  controls  by  overwhelming  votes  in  referendum^,  in  programs 
to  hold  down  their  output.  They  have  reduced  the  acres  planted  to 
wheat  from  83,905,000  in  1949-50  to  55,988,000  in  1958-59.  < 

But  during  the  years  when  the  Government  was  calling  for  all-out 
production  great  advances  were  made  in  the  science  of  wheat  produc¬ 
tion,  and  there  recently  has  been  a  phenomenal  increase  in  the  yield 
per  acre. 

This  condition  required  an  adjustment  of  the  farm  law,  to  compre¬ 
hend  the  great  increase  in  yields.  Wheatgrowers  during  the  last  6 
years  have  realized  the  need  for  adjustment.  They  have  proposed 
legislation  to  deal  with  their  problem.  The  Congress  passed  this 
legislation  but  it  was  vetoed  in  1956.  Since  that  time  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  has  consistently  opposed  proposals  put  forward  by  the 
growers  to  cope  with  the  growing  surplus  of  wheat,  and  the  Congress 
has  constantly  worked  in  the  shadow  of  the  veto  power  of  the  Presi¬ 
dent,  as  it  has  sought  to  adjust  the  wheat  program  to  the  needs  and 
necessities  of  the  times. 

In  any  action  upon  wheat  legislation  the  House  must  take  into 
account  the  earning  position  of  wheatgrowers. 

There  now  are  1,705,000  wheat  allotments,  and  the  average  farm 
allotment  throughout  the  country  is  only  32%  acres.  With  normal 
production  these  acres  would  yield  an  average  of  766  bushels  which,  at 
the  current  support  price  of  $1.81  per  bushel,  would  be  worth  $1 ,386 4 
In  the  principal  wheat  State,  Kansas,  the  average  allotment  is  77% 
acres.  In  that  State  the  normal  yield  for  77%  acres  is  computed  at 
1,767  bushels,  for  a  total  value  of  $3,198  at  the  current  support  level. 
The  $1,386  for  the  average  national  allotment  and  $3,198  for  the  aver¬ 
age  Kansas  allotment  represent  gross  income,  from  which  the  farmer 
must  deduct  his  production  costs  to  compute  his  profit. 

THE  CONSUMER 

This  legislation,  while  reducing  the  Government  cost  of  the  wheat 
program,  and  minimizing  income  losses  to  producers,  will  have  little, 
if  any,  effect  upon  retail  prices  of  bread  and  other  cereal  products. 

The  Secretary  of  Agriculture’s  own  staff,  in  USDA  Miscellaneous 
Publication  712,  “Marketing  Margins  for  White  Bread,”  just  issued, 
says:  “Farmers  prices  don’t  govern  bread  prices.” 
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In  this  report  they  show  that  from  1948  to  1958  the  cost  of  wheat 
and  other  ingredients  in  a  loaf  of  bread  declined  12  percent  at  the  farm, 
while  processing  and  marketing  margins  increased  55  percent.  Thus, 
in  the  10-year  period,  the  cost  of  a  loaf  of  white  bread  has  increased 
from  13.9  cents  to  19.3  cents,  on  a  national  average,  or  39  percent,  while 
the  price  of  a  bushel  of  wheat  declined  from  $1.98  to  $1.72,  or  13  per¬ 
cent. 

The  price  of  wheat  in  a  1 -pound  loaf  of  bread  is  only  2%  cents.  This 
standard  loaf  now  is  selling  at  20  cents  or  more  in  many  stores. 

H.R.  7246,  by  raising  the  minimum  price  support  level  for  wheat, 
would  add  only  a  fraction  of  a  cent  to  the  value  of  wheat  in  a  1 -pound 
loaf.  No  increase  in  bread  prices  can  be  justified  on  the  basis  of  this 
small  increase  in  raw  material  costs,  especially  in  view  of  the  fact  that 
this  represents  only  a  partial  return  to  past  wheat  price  relationships 
when  bread  prices  were  much  lower. 

FARM  AND  RETAIL  PRICE  OF  CEREALS  AND  BAKERY  PRODUCTS 

J  The  great  divergence  between  the  farm  price  of  wheat  and  the  retail 
prices  of  cereals  and  bakery  products  in  recent  years  is  shown  in  the 
accompanying  chart. 


Farm  and  Retail  Price  of  Cereals  and  Bakery  Products,  1947  to  Date 

[1947-49=100] 
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Average  prices  received  by  farmers  for  wheat,  and  retail  prices  of  cereals  and  bakery 

products,  W47  to  date 


Date 

Average 
prices 
received 
by  farmers 
for  wheat 

Retail 
prices  of 
cereals  and 
bakery 
products 

Date 

Average 
prices 
received 
by  farmers 
for  wheat 

Retail 
prices  of 
cereals  and 
bakery 
products 

1947 _ 

112 

94 

1953 . . . 

100 

119 

1948 _ _ 

97 

103 

1954 . . 

103 

122 

1949  _ 

92 

103 

1955 . . 

97 

124 

1950 _ _ _ 

98 

105 

1956... . — _ _ 

96 

126 

1951 _ 

103 

114 

1957 _ _ _ 

95 

130 

1952 _ _ 

102 

117 

1958 . . 

84 

133 

Source:  Agricultural  Marketing  Service  and  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics. 


When  city  families  purchase  bread  or  prepared  cereal  products, 
they  pay  mostly  for  processing,  packaging,  and  distributing  the 
product;  very  little  goes  to  the  farmer  for  the  law  materials.  For 
.example,  there  is  only  3.1  cents  worth  of  farm-produced  corn  in  a 
26-cent  package  of  corn  flakes  and  only  3.7  cents  worth  of  wheat  in 
a  29-cent  package  of  soda  crackers.  The  pound  loaf  of  bread  that 
sold  at  retail  for  an  average  price  of  19.3  cents  in  1958  contained 
wheat  having  a  farm  value  of  2.4  cents.  The  farm  value  and  retail 
cost  of  several  cereal  products  in  1947-49  and  1958  is  shown  below: 


[In  cents] 


Farm  value 

Retail  cost 

1947-49 

1958 

1947-49 

1958 

Bread,  1-pound  loaf _ _ _ 

2.7 

2.4 

13.  5 

19.3 

4.3 

3.7 

24.7 

29.2 

Corn  flakes,  12  ounces.. _  _ 

3.2 

3.1 

17. 1 

25.4 

Rolled  oats,  20  ounces _ _ _ 

4.9 

3.6 

14.5 

20.3 

The  Agricultural  Marketing  Service  estimates  that  the  farm  value  of 
all  ingredients  used  m  the  bakery  products  consumed  by  the  average 
family  declined  23  percent  from  1947-49  to  1958,  and  the  retail  cost 
increased  32  percent. 

ANALYSIS  OF  THE  BILL 

Section  1.  Price  supports;  use  of  diverted  acreage;  payment  in  kind; 
support  if  marketing  quotas  are  disapproved. — This  section  adds  to  the 
Agricultural  Act  of  1949  a  new  section  which  establishes  price  support 
for  the  1960  and  1961  crops  of  wheat.  The  support  price  for  these 
two  crops  is  established  at  90  percent  of  parity.  Eligibility  for  price 
support  at  this  level,  however,  is  tied  in  with  the  25-percent  reduction 
in  acreage  provided  in  section  4  of  the  bill. 

In  order  to  be  eligible  for  price  support  at  90  percent  of  parity, 
the  producer  must  not  only  comply  with  his  reduced  acreage  allot¬ 
ment,  but  may  not  use  the  acreage  diverted  from  his  wheat  allot¬ 
ment  for  any  other  price  supported  crop. 

To  compensate  for  this  restriction  on  the  use  of  diverted  acres 
(which  does  not  apply  to  any  other  crop)  producers  may  qualify  for  a 
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payment  in  kind  for  each  of  the  1960  and  1961  crop  years  by  not  plant¬ 
ing  on  their  diverted  wheat  acreage  any  crop  for  harvest  in  the  appli¬ 
cable  year  nor  permitting  the  land  to  be  grazed.  In  the  event  a  pro¬ 
ducer  complies  with  this  provision,  he  will  be  entitled  to  receive  a 
negotiable  certificate  calling  for  payment  in  wheat  equal  to  one-third 
of  the  average  annual  production  on  the  diverted  acreage  for  the  im¬ 
mediately  preceding  3  years,  adjusted  for  abnormal  weather  condi¬ 
tions.  The  wheat  the  producer  receives  may  be  used  for  any  purpose, 
including  normal  marketing,  except  that  it  shall  not  be  eligible  for 
price  support.  The  payment  in  kind  will  be  made  by  the  issuance  of 
a  negotiable  certificate  having  a  value  equal  to  the  number  of  bushels 
to  which  the  farmer  is  entitled  multiplied  by  the  basic  county  support 
rate  per  bushel  for  No.  1  wheat.  The  certificate  may  be  exchanged 
for  an  equivalent  bushelage  of  CCC  wheat  at  the  current  market 
price.  The  certificate  may  be  sold  by  the  producer  but  it  may  be 
used  by  any  subsequent  purchaser  only  for  the  procurement  of  CCC 
wheat.  It  will  not  be  redeemed  in  cash  by  CCC. 

Land  which  has  been  diverted  from  wheat  production  under  the^f 
provisions  of  this  section  may  not  be  placed  in  the  conservation  re-™ 
serve  during  the  year  in  which  it  is  diverted. 

In  the  event  marketing  quotas  are  disapproved  on  either  the  1960 
or  1961  crops  of  what,  the  bill  requires  that  price  support  shall  be  made 
available  to  cooperators  and  noncooperators  alike  at  50  percent  of 
parity.  In  order  that  CCC  stocks  of  wheat  would  not  be  dumped  on 
the  open  market  at  slightly  above  the  50  percent  support  figure,  thus 
demoralizing  markets  for  both  wheat  and  feed  grains,  the  bill  provides 
that  if  support  is  at  the  50  percent  level,  CCC  sales  policies  shall  be 
carried  out  as  though  the  support  price  for  wheat  were  75  percent  of 
parity.  This  means  that  CCC  could  not  sell  wheat  for  domestic 
commercial  use  at  less  than  75  percent  of  parity  plus  5  percent,  plus 
carrying  charges. 

Section  2(a).  Farm  marketing  quotas;  farm  marketing  excess;  defini¬ 
tion  of  planted  acreage. — This  section  amends  with  respect  to  the  1960 
and  1961  crops  of  wheat  only,  the  provisions  relating  to  calculation 
of  the  production  of  wheat  in  excess  of  the  farm  marketing  quota 
where  a  producer  overplants  his  acreage  allotment.  Under  the  present 
provisions  of  law,  where  a  producer  overplants  his  acreage  allotment, 
the  “farm  marketing  excess”  is  the  normal  production  on  the  excess^ 
acreage  or  the  amount  by  which  the  actual  production  on  the  farmVp 
exceeds  the  normal  production  of  the  farm  acreage  allotment.  In 
areas  where  actual  yields  of  wheat  are  above  the  average  figures  re¬ 
garded  as  normal  for  the  farm,  it  has  been  possible  for  some  producers 
to  overplant  their  acreage  and  be  required  to  pay  the  penalty  only 
on  the  normal  production  of  the  acreage  in  excess  of  their  acreage 
allotment,  even  though  this  was  substantially  smaller  than  the 
actual  yield.  The  major  change  made  by  this  section  is  that,  with 
respect  to  the  1960  and  1961  crops  of  wheat,  the  farm  marketing 
excess  will  be  computed  on  the  basis  of  twice  the  normal  yield  on  the 
acres  planted  in  excess  of  the  farm  acreage  allotment,  or  the  actual 
yield  from  those  excess  acres,  whichever  is  smaller.  In  most  instances, 
of  course,  the  actual  yield  will  be  less  than  twice  the  normal  yield  and 
the  penalty  will  be  assessed  on  this  basis  if  the  actual  yield  is  px-oved  to 
the  satisfaction  of  the  county  committee. 
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The  section  also  defines  the  acreage  planted  to  wheat  on  a  farm  as 
“all  acreage  planted  to  wheat  for  any  purpose  and  self-seeded  (volun¬ 
teer)  wheat,”  but  not  acreage  that  is  disposed  of  prior  to  harvest  in 
accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary.  Under  this 
definition,  producers  will  still  be  able  to  plant  wheat  for  winter  cover 
and  for  grazing  purposes  without  having  it  counted  for  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  and  marketing  quota  purposes  if  it  is  plowed  under  or  otherwise 
disposed  of  prior  to  harvest  in  accordance  with  regulations  established 
by  the  Secretary.  This  revision  is  for  clarification  and  reflects  the 
i  administrative  construction  of  the  present  law. 

Section  2(b).  Penalty  rate. — This  subsection  increases  the  rate  of 
penalty,  with  respect  to  the  1960  and  1961  crops  of  wheat,  from  45 
percent  of  parity  to  65  percent  of  parity. 

Section  2(c).  Disposition  of  farm  marketing  excess. — This  subsection 
is  the  companion  to  subsection  (a)  and  merely  makes  those  revisions  in 
the  law  relating  to  handling  and  disposition  of  the  farm  marketing 
excess  which  are  required  by  the  amendments  made  in  subsection  (a) . 
)It  does  not  change  in  any  substantial  regard  the  existing  policies  of  the 
law  and  applies  only  to  the  1960  and  1961  crops  of  wheat. 

Section  2(d).  15-acre  exemption. — This  subsection  amends,  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  1960  and  1961  crops  of  wheat  only,  the  provisions  of  law 
which  permit  any  farmer  (whether  he  has  a  wheat  acreage  allotment 
or  not)  to  produce  up  to  15  acres  of  wheat  without  becoming  subject 
to  marketing  quota  penalties.  The  effect  of  this  subsection,  for  the 
two  crops  indicated,  is  to  reduce  the  exemption  from  15  acres  to  12 
acres  or  the  highest  acreage  planted  to  wheat  on  the  farm  for  harvest 
in  the  years  1957,  1958,  or  1959 — -whichever  is  smaller.  Thus,  a 
farmer  with  a  wheat  allotment  of  8  acres  who  had  been  taking  full 
advantage  of  the  exemption  to  plant  15  acres,  would  be  able  to  plant 

12  acres  in  1960  and  1961  without  being  subject  to  marketing  quotas. 
If  he  had  never  planted  as  much  as  15  acres  of  wheat  but  had  planted, 
for  example,  8  acres  of  winter  wheat  in  1956  for  harvest  in  1957,  none 
for  1958,  and  10  acres  for  1959,  he  would  be  permitted  to  plant  10 
acres  for  harvest  in  1960  and  1961  without  penalty.  If  he  had  planted 

13  acres  for  harvest  in  1959  (with  an  acreage  allotment  of  8  acres  as 
indicated  above)  he  would  be  permitted  to  plant  12  acres  without 
penalty  in  1960  and  1961  (the  smaller  of  his  highest  acreage  planted  in 

)the  3  designated  years  or  12  acres). 

Section  3.  Technical  amendment. — This  section  suspends  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  1960  and  1961  crops  of  wheat  the  provisions  of  item  12  of 
Public  Law  74,  77th  Congress,  because  these  provisions  are  covered 
in  subsection  (a)  of  section  2  of  this  bill  with  respect  to  those  two 
crops. 

Section  l+(a).  Reduction  in  farm  acreage  allotments. — This  subsection 
provides  that  each  farm  acreage  allotment  for  wheat  for  the  1960  and 
1961  crops  will  be  reduced  by  25  percent.  This  reduced  allotment 
will  become  the  official  farm  acreage  allotment  for  each  of  these  2  crop 
years  for  all  allotment  and  marketing  quota  purposes  except  the  com¬ 
putation  of  the  acreage  to  be  diverted  as  provided  in  section  1  of  the 
bill.  Under  the  provisions  of  this  subsection,  each  farm  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  will  be  computed  on  the  basis  of  a  national  acreage  allotment  of 
55  million  acres  (the  present  provision  of  law)  and  each  farm  allotment 
will  then  individually  be  reduced  by  25  percent  in  order  to  establish 
the  official  farm  allotment  for  the  crop. 
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Section  4Q>).  Wheat  acreage  history. — -In  1958  (Public  Law  85-366) 
Congress  amended  the  wheat  marketing  quota  laws  to  prevent  wheat 
producers  who  overplant  their  acreage  from  receiving  credit  for  the 
excess  acreage  for  history  purposes.  The  purpose  of  this  amendment 
is  to  correct  an  inadvertent  omission  in  that  law  and  provide  that  a 
producer  whose  farm  marketing  excess  is  adjusted  to  zero  because  of 
underproduction  will  receive  the  same  treatment  as  a  producer  who 
delivers  to  the  Secretary  or  stores  the  farm  marketing  excess  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  applicable  provisions  of  law. 

Section  4(c).  Removal  of  acreage  limitation  on  feed  wheat  .'provision. — 
This  subsection  removes,  with  respect  to  the  1960  and  1961  crops  of 
wheat  only,  the  limitation  of  30  acres  on  the  amount  of  wheat  which 
may  be  grown  for  feed,  seed,  and  food  use  on  a  farm  without  subjecting 
the  producer  to  marketing  quota  penalties.  The  present  provisions 
of  law  provide  that  any  producer  may,  upon  application  to  the  county 
committee  produce  up  to  30  acres  of  wheat  on  his  farm  for  use  on 
the  farm  for  feed,  seed,  and  human  food  providing  the  entire  crop  is  a 
used  for  that  purpose  and  none  of  it  is  sold  or  otherwise  removed® 
from  the  farm.  This  provision  eliminates  for  the  two  crops  1960  and 
1961  the  30-acre  limitation  and  will  permit  the  production  of  any 
acreage  of  wheat  under  the  provisions  of  this  exemption. 

Section  4(d).  Eligibility  to  vote  in  referendum. — This  subsection 
makes  a  permanent  change  in  the  provision  of  law  relating  to  eligibility 
of  wheat  producers  to  vote  in  the  referendum  on  marketing  quotas. 
Under  the  present  provision  of  law,  any  farmer  who  will  be  subject 
to  marketing  quotas  in  the  year  with  respect  to  which  the  referendum 
is  being  conducted  is  eligible  to  vote  in  that  referendum.  This  pro¬ 
vision  has  been  difficult  to  administer  and  is  being  replaced  in  this 
subsection  by  the  more  logical  provision  that  any  farmer  who  was 
subject  to  wheat  marketing  quotas  for  the  crop  immediately  preceding 
the  holding  of  the  referendum  is  eligible  to  vote. 

Section  5.  Repeal  of  obsolete  provisions. — This  section  repeals  im¬ 
mediately  two  obsolete  provisions  of  law  relating  to  marketing  quotas 
which  have  been  superseded  for  many  years  but  have  not  heretofore 
been  repealed.  It  also  repeals,  effective  with  the  1960  crop,  the  200- 
bushel  exemption  from  marketing  quotas  which  was  superseded  in  1941 
by  the  15-acre  exemption  provision.  ^ 

COMMITTEE  AMENDMENTS 

The  only  substantive  amendment  adopted  by  the  committee  is  to 
change  the  required  amount  of  reduction  in  wheat  acreage  for  1960 
and  1961  from  30  percent  below  farm  acreage  allotments  computed 
under  present  provisions  of  law  to  25  percent.  This  amendment 
occurs  basically  in  section  4(a)  of  the  bill  but  required  several  con¬ 
forming  changes  in  other  sections. 

All  other  amendments  are  of  a  clerical  or  clarifying  nature 
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CHANGES  IN  EXISTING  LAW 


Iii  compliance  with  clause  3  of  rule  XIII  of  the  Rules  of  the  House 
of  Representatives,  changes  in  existing  law  made  by  the  bill,  as  intro¬ 
duced,  are  shown  as  follows  (existing  law  proposed  to  be  omitted  is 
enclosed  in  black  brackets,  new  matter  is  printed  in  italic,  existing 
law  in  which  no  change  is  proposed  is  shown  in  roman) : 


AGRICULTURAL  ACT  OF  1949 


* 


* 


* 


* 


* 


* 


* 


TITLE  I— BASIC  AGRICULTURAL  COMMODITIES 

*  *****  * 

Sec.  106.  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  101  of  this  Act, 
for  each  of  the  1960  and  1961  crops  of  wheat  price  support  shall  be  made 
available  as  provided  in  this  section.  The  support  price  for  each  such 
\ crop  shall  be  90  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  therefor.  Wheat  of  any 
Jsuch  crop  shall  be  eligible  for  price  support  only  if  ( 1 )  the  farm  on  which 
the  wheat  is  produced  is  in  compliance  with  the  farm  wheat  acreage 
allotment  for  such  crop,  and  (2)  the  total  acreage  on  the  farm  devoted 
to  the  production  of  crops  supported  under  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949, 
as  amended,  which  would  normally  be  harvested  in  the  calendar  year  in 
which  the  wheat  crop  for  which  the  producer  applies  for  price  support 
is  normally  harvested,  does  not  exceed  the  total  average  annual  acreage 
on  the  farm  devoted  to  the  production  of  such  price  supported  crops  for 
harvest  in  1957  and  195S,  less  an  acreage  equal  to  30  per  centum  of  the 
farm  acreage  allotment  for  the  crop  of  wheat  for  which  application  for 
price  support  is  made  which  would  be  in  effect  for  the  farm  except  for 
the  reduction  thereof  as  provided  in  section  344  (c)(0)  of  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended:  Provided,  however,  That  a  farm 
shall  be  deemed  in  compliance  with  the  foregoing  requirements  for  price 
support  for  wheat  if  no  crop  other  than  wheat  supported  under  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  is  produced  on  the  farm  for  harvest 
in  I960  or  1961,  whichever  is  applicable,  and  the  farm  is  in  compliance 
with  the  farm  wheat  acreage  allotment.  In  accordance  with  regulations 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  the  acreage  of  such  price  supported  crops  for 
1957  and  1958  may  be  adjusted  for  abnormal  weather  conditions,  estab¬ 
lished  crop-rotation  practices  for  the  farm,  diversion  under  soil  bank 
programs,  and  to  reflect  history  acreage  preserved  under  section  377  of 
the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  to  the  extent  of 
any  unused  allotment  not  diverted  to  the  production  of  such  price  sup¬ 
ported  crops.  For  the  purposes  of  this  section  a  producer  shall  not  be 
deemed  to  have  exceeded  the  farm  acreage  allotment  or  the  acreage  of 
permitted  price  supported,  crops  for  the  farm  unless  the  producer  know¬ 
ingly  exceeded  such  allotment  or  permitted  acreage.  In  addition,  for  the 
1960  or  1961  crops  of  wheat,  if  the  producers  on  the  farm  meet,  the  fore- 
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going  requirements  for  price  support  and,  in  accordance  with  regulations 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  designate  an  acreage  on  the  farm  equal  to 
the  30  per  centum  reduction  in  the  farm  acreage  allotment  required  under 
section  844(c)(2)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act,  as  amended,  for 
the  particular  crop  of  wheat  and  do  not  produce  any  crop  thereon  which 
is  normally  harvested  in  the  calendar  year  in  which  the  particular  crop 
of  wheat  is  normally  harvested  and  do  not  graze  such  acreage  during  such 
year,  such  producers  shall  be  entitled  to  a  wheat  payment  in  kind  from 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  stocks  equal  in  value  to  one-third  of  the 
average  annual  yield  in  bushels  of  wheat  per  harvested  acre  on  the  farm 
for  the  three  years  immediately  preceding  the  year  for  which  the  designa¬ 
tion  is  made,  adjusted  for  abnormal  weather  conditions  and  as  determined 
under  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  multiplied  by  the  number 
o~f  designated  acres.  Such  wheat  may  be  marketed  without  penalty  but 
shall  not  be  eligible  for  price  support.  The  payment  in  kind  shall  be 
made  by  the  issuance  of  a  negotiable  certificate  which  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  shall  redeem  in  wheat  equal  in  value  to  the  value  of  the 
certificate.  The  certificate  shall  have  a  value  equal  to  the  number  ojM 
bushels  determined  as  aforesaid  multiplied  by  the  basic  county  support 
rate  per  bushel  for  number  one  wheat  of  the  crop  normally  harvested  in 
the  year  for  which  the  acreage  is  designated  and  for  the  county  in  which 
the  designated  acreage  is  located.  The  wheat  redeemable  for  such  cer¬ 
tificate  shall  be  valued  at  the  market  price  thereof  as  determined  by 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation.  The  Secretary  shall  provide  by  regula¬ 
tion  for  the  sharing  of  a  certificate  among  producers  on  the  farm  on  a 
fair  and  equitable  basis.  The  acreage  on  the  farm  which  would  otherwise 
be  eligible  to  be  placed  in  the  conservation  reserve  program  for  1960  or 
1961  shall  be  reduced  by  an  amount  equal  to  the  required  reduction  of 
80  per  centum  under  section  344(c)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 
of  1938,  as  amended,  for  the  wheat  crop  of  the  corresponding  year.  Price 
support  at  90  per  centum  of  parity  under  this  section  shall  be  made 
available  only  to  cooperators  and  only  if  producers  have  not  disapproved 
marketing  quotas  for  the  crop.  In  case  marketing  quotas  are  disapproved, 
price  support  shall  be  made  available  to  cooperators  and  noncooperators 
at  50  per  centum  of  parity:  Provided,  however,  That  for  the  purpose  of 
section  407  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  the  current 
support  price  for  wheat  shall  be  determined  on  the  basis  of  a  price  support 
level  for  wheat  of  75  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  therefor.  A 

Act  of  May  26,  1941  (Public  Law  74,  77th  Congress,  as® 
amended) —  *  *  *  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the 
Act) — 

(1)  The  farm  marketing  quota  under  the  Act  for  any  crop  of 
wheat  shall  be  the  actual  production  of  the  acreage  planted  to 
wheat  on  the  farm,  less  the  normal  production  or  the  actual  pro¬ 
duction,  whichever  is  the  smaller,  of  that  acreage  planted  to 
wheat  on  the  farm  which  is  in  excess  of  the  farm  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  for  wheat.  The  farm  marketing  quota  under  the  Act  for 
any  crop  of  corn  shall  be  the  actual  production  of  the  acreage 
planted  to  corn  on  the  farm,  less  the  normal  production  or  the 
actual  production,  whichever  is  the  smaller,  of  that  acreage 
planted  to  corn  on  the  farm  which  is  in  excess  of  the  farm  acreage 
allotment  for  com. 
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The  normal  production,  or 'the  actual  production,  whichever 
is  the  smaller,  of  such  excess  acreage  is  hereinafter  called  the 
"farm  marketing  excess”  of  corn  or  wheat,  as  the  case  may  be. 
For  the  purposes  of  this  resolution,  "actual  production”  of  any 
number  of  acres  of  corn  or  wheat  on  a  farm  means  the  actual 
average  yield  of  corn  or  wheat,  as  the  case  may  be,  for  the  farm 
times  such  number  of  acres. 

In  lieu  of  the  provisions  of  item  ( 1 )  of  Public  Law  7 4,  Seventy-seventh 
Congress,  as  amended,  the  following  provisions  shall  apply  to  the  1960 
and  1961  crops  of  wheat: 

( 1 )  If  a  national  marketing  quota  for  wheat  is  in  effect  for  any  market¬ 
ing  year,  farm  marketing  quotas  shall  be  in  effect  for  the  crop  of  wheat 
which  is  normally  harvested  in  the  calendar  year  in  which  such  marketing 
year  begins.  The  farm  marketing  quota  for  any  crop  of  wheat  shall  be 
the  actual  production  of  the  acreage  planted  to  such  crop  of  wheat  on  the 
farm  less  the  farm  marketing  excess.  The  farm  marketing  excess  shall 
be  an  amount  equal  to  double  the  normal  yield  of  wheat  per  acre  established 
for  the  farm  multiplied  by  the  number  of  acres  planted  to  such  crop  of 
wheat  on  the  farm  in  excess  of  the  farm  acreage  allotment  for  such  crop 
unless  the  producer,  in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary  and  within  the  time  prescribed  therein,  establishes  to  the  satisfac¬ 
tion  of  the  Secretary  the  actual  production  of  such  crop  of  wheat  on  the 
farm.  If  such  actual  production  is  so  established  the  farm  marketing 
excess  shall  be  such  actual  production  less  the  actual  production  of  the 
farm  wheat  acreage  allotment:  Provided,  however,  That  the  farm  marketing 
excess  shall  be  adjusted  to  zero  if  the  total  actual  production  on  the  farm 
does  not  exceed  the  normal  production  of  the  farm  wheat  acreage  allotment. 
Actual  production  of  the  farm  wheat  acreage  allotment  shall  mean  the 
actual  average  yield  per  harvested  acre  of  wheat  on  the  farm  multiplied 
by  the  number  of  acres  constituting  the  farm  acreage  allotment.  In 
determining  the  actual  average  yield  per  harvested  acre  of  wheat  and  the 
actual  production  of  wheat  on  the  farm  any  acreage  utilized  for  feed 
without  threshing  after  the  wheat  is  headed,  or  available  for  such  utilization 
at  the  time  the  actual  production  is  determined,  shall  be  considered 
harvested  acreage  and  the  production  thereof  in  terms  of  grain  shall  be 
appraised  in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed,  by  the  Secretary  and 

K:h  production  included  in  the  actual  production  of  wheat  on  the  farm. 

e  acreage  planted  to  wheat  on  a  farm  shall  include  all  acreage  planted 
to  wheat  for  any  purpose  and  self -seeded  ( volunteer )  wheat,  but  shall  not 
include  '  any  acreage  that  is  disposed  of  prior  to  harvest  in  accordance 
with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary. 

(2)  During  any  marketing  year  for  which  quotas  are  in  effect,  the 
producer  shall  be  subject  to  a  penalty  on  the  farm  marketing  excess 
of  corn  and  wheat.  The  rate  of  the  penalty  on  wheat  shall  be  45 
per  centum  of  the  parity  price  per  bushel  of  wheat  as  of  May  1  of  the 
calendar  year  in  which  the  crop  is  harvested. 

Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  item  (2)  of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy- 
seventh  Congress,  as  amended,  the  rate  of  penalty  on  wheat  of  the  1960 
and  1961  crops  shall  be  65  per  centum,  of  the  parity  price  per  bushel  of 
wheat  as  of  May  1  of  the  calendar  year  in  which  the  crop  is  harvested. 

(3)  The  farm  marketing  excess  for  corn  and  wheat  shall  be  regarded 
as  available  for  marketing,  and  the  penalty  and  the  storage  amount 
or  amounts  to  be  delivered  to  the  Secretary  of  the  commodity  shall 
be  computed  upon  the  normal  production  of  the  excess  acreage. 
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Where,  upon  the  application  of  the  producer  for  an  adjustment  of 
penalty  or  of  storage,  it  is  shown  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Secretary 
that  the  actual  production  of  the  excess  acreage  is  less  than  the  normal 
production  thereof,  the  difference  between  the  amount  of  the  penalty 
or  storage  as  computed  upon  the  basis  of  normal  production  and  as 
computed  upon  the  basis  of  actual  production  shall  be  returned  to  or 
allowed  the  producer.  The  Secretary  shall  issue  regulations  under 
which  the  farm  marketing  excess  of  the  commodity  for  the  farm  may 
be  stored  or  delivered  to  him.  Upon  failure  to  store  or  deliver  to 
the  Secretary  the  farm  marketing  excess  within  such  time  as  may 
be  determined  under  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  the 
penalty  computed  as  aforesaid  shall  be  paid  by  the  producer.  Any 
corn  or  wheat  delivered  to  the  Secretary  hereunder  shall  become 
the  property  of  the  United  States  and  shall  be  disposed  of  by  the 
Secretary  for  relief  purposes  in  the  United  States  or  in  foreign  countries 
or  in  such  other  manner  as  lie  shall  determine  will  divert  it  from  the 
normal  channels  of  trade  and  commerce. 

In  lieu  of  the  provisions  of  item  (3)  of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy -seventlM 
Congress,  as  amended,  the  following  provisions  shall  apply  to  the  196(P 
and  1961  crops  of  wheat: 

(3)  The  farm  marketing  excess  for  wheat  shall  be  regarded  as  available 
for  marketing,  and  the  penalty  and  the  storage  amount  or  amounts  of 
wheat  to  be  delivered  to  the  Secretary  shall  be  computed  upon  double  the 
normal  production  of  the  excess  acreage.  If  the  farm,  marketing  excess 
so  computed  is  adjusted  downward  on  the  basis  of  actual  production  as 
heretofore  provided  the  difference  between  the  amount  of  the  penalty  or 
storage  computed  on  the  basis  of  double  the  normal  production  and  as 
computed  on  actual  production  shall  be  returned  to  or  allowed  the  producer 
or  a  corresponding  adjustment  made  in  the  amount  to  be  delivered  to 
the  Secretary  if  the  producer  elects  to  make  such  delivery.  The  Secretary 
shall  issue  regulations  under  which  the  farm  marketing  excess  of  wheat 
for  the  farm  shall  be  stored  or  delivered  to  him.  Upon  failure  to  store, 
or  deliver  to  the  Secretary,  the  farm  marketing  excess  within  such  time 
as  may  be  determined  under  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  the 
penalty  computed  as  aforesaid  shall  be  paid  by  the  producer.  Any 
wheat  delivered  to  the  Secretary  hereunder  shall  become  the  property  of 
the  United  States  and  shall  be  disposed  of  by  the  Secretary  for  relief U 
purposes  in  the  United  States  or  foreign  countries  or  in  such  other  mannemk 
as  he  shall  determine  will  divert  it  from  the  normal  channels  of  trade  ant ™ 
commerce. 

(4)  Until  the  producers  on  any  farm  store,  deliver  to  the  Secretary, 
or  pay  the  penalty  on,  the  farm  marketing  excess  of  any  crop  of  corn 
or  wheat,  the  entire  crop  of  corn  or  wheat,  as  the  case  may  be,  pro¬ 
duced  on  the  farm  shall  be  subject  to  a  lien  in  favor  of  the  United 
States  for  the  amount  of  the  penalty. 

(5)  The  penalty  upon  corn  or  wheat  stored  shall  be  paid  by  the 
producer  at  the  time,  and  to  the  extent,  of  any  depletion  in  the 
amount  of  the  commodity  so  stored,  except  depletion  resulting  from 
some  cause  beyond  the  control  of  the  producer. 

(6)  Whenever  the  planted  acreage  of  the  then  current  crop  of  corn 
or  wheat  on  any  farm  is  less  than  the  farm  acreage  allotment  for  such 
commodity,  the  total  amount  of  the  commodity  from  any  previous 
crops  required  to  be  stored  in  order  to  postpone  or  avoid  payment  of 
penalty  shall  be  reduced  by  that  amount  which  is  equal  to  the  normal 
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production  of  the  number  of  acres  by  which  the  farm  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  exceeds  the  planted  acreage.  The  provisions  of  section  326  (b) 
and  (c)  of  the  Act  shall  be  applicable  also  to  wheat. 

[(7)  A  farm  marketing  quota  on  corn  or  wheat  shall  not  be  applica¬ 
ble  to  any  farm  on  which  the  acreage  planted  to  the  commodity  is  not 
in  excess  of  fifteen  acres.  The  marketing  penalty  on  corn  or  wheat 
shall  not  be  applicable  to  any  farm  which,  under  the  terms  of  the  then 
current  agricultural  conservation  program  formulated  under  sections 
7  to  17,  inclusive,  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment 
Act,  is  classified  as  a  nonallotment  farm  if  the  acreage  of  the  com¬ 
modity  harvested  on  such  nonallotment  farm  is  not  in  excess  of 
fifteen  acres  or  the  acreage  allotment  for  the  farm,  whichever  is 
larger.  If  the  acreage  of  the  commodity  harvested  on  any  such 
nonallotment  farm  is  in  excess  of  fifteen  acres  and  in  excess  of  such 
acreage  allotment,  the  normal  production  or  the  actual  production, 
whichever  is  the  smaller,  of  the  acreage  harvested  in  excess  of  fifteen 
acres  or  such  acreage  allotment,  whichever  is  larger,  shall  be  taken  as 
\  the  farm  marketing  excess  and  shall  be  subject  to  penalty:  Provided , 
That  there  shall  be  no  penalty  on  wheat  harvested  on  any  such  non- 
allotment  farm  from  which  no  wheat  is  sold  if  the  acreage  of  wheat 
harvested  on  such  farm  does  not  exceed  such  acreage  per  family  living 
thereon  as  may  be  used  for  home  consumption  without  reducing  the 
payment  with  respect  to  the  farm  under  the  then  current  agricultural 
conservation  program:  Provided  further,  That  for  the  marketing  year 
beginning  in  1941,  there  shall  be  no  marketing  penalty  on  wheat  with 
respect  to  any  such  nonallotment  farm  if  the  acreage  of  wheat  har¬ 
vested  on  the  farm  is  not  in  excess  of  the  usual  acreage  determined 
for  the  farm  under  the  1941  agricultural  conservation  program  and 
the  county  committee  determines,  in  accordance  with  regulations  of 
the  Secretary,  that  there  will  not  be  marketed  an  amount  of  wheat  in 
excess  of  the  1941  farm  marketing  quota.] 

(7)  A  farm,  marketing  quota  on  any  crop  of  wheat  shall  not  be  applicable 
to  any  farm  on  which  the  acreage  planted  to  wheat  for  such  crop  does  not 
exceed  15  acres:  Provided,  however,  That  a,  farm  marketing  quota  on  the 
1960  and,  1961  crops  of  wheat  shall  be  applicable  to  any  farm  on  which 
the  acreage  of  wheat  exceeds  the  smaller  of  (1)  12  acres  or  (2)  the  highest 
number  of  acres  planted  to  wheat  on  the  farm  for  harvest  in  the  calendar 

)  years  1957 ,  1958,  or  1959. 

(8)  Until  the  farm  marketing  excess  of  corn  or  wheat,  as  the 
case  may  be,  is  stored  or  delivered  to  the  Secretary  or  the  penalty 
thereon  is  paid,  each  bushel  of  the  commodity  produced  on  the  farm 
which  is  sold  by  the  producer  to  any  person  within  the  United  States 
shall  be  subject  to  the  penalty  as  specified  in  paragraph  (2)  of  this 
resolution.  Such  penalty  shall  be  paid  by  the  buyer,  who  may  deduct 
an  amount  equivalent  to  the  penalty  from  the  price  paid  to  the 
producer. 

(9)  (Not  applicable  to  wheat.) 

(10)  (Applicable  only  through  the  1946  crop.) 

(11)  The  provisions  of  this  resolution  are  amendatory  of  and 
supplementary  to  the  Act,  and  all  provisions  of  law  applicable  in 
respect  of  marketing  quotas  and  loans  under  such  Act  as  so  amended 
and  supplemented  shall  be  applicable,  but  nothing  in  this  resolution 
shall  be  construed  to  amend  or  repeal  section  301(b)(6),  323(b),  or 
335(d)  of  the  Act. 
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(12)  Notwithstanding  any  of  the  foregoing  provisions,  the  farm 
marketing  excess  for  any  crop  of  wheat  for  any  farm  shall  not  be  larger 
than  the  amount  by  which  the  actual  production  of  such  crop  of 
wheat  on  the  farm  exceeds  the  normal  production  of  the  farm  wheat- 
acreage  allotment,  if  the  producer  establishes  such  actual  production 
to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Secretary.  Where  a  downward  adjustment 
in  the  amount  of  the  farm  marketing  excess  is  made  pursuant  to  the 
provisions  of  this  paragraph,  the  difference  between  the  amount  of  the 
penalty  or  storage  as  computed  upon  the  farm  marketing  excess  before 
such  adjustment  and  as  computed  upon  the  adjusted  farm  marketing 
excess  shall  be  returned  to  or  allowed  the  producer. 

Item,  {12)  of  Public  Law  7f,  Seventy-seventh  Congress,  as  amended, 
shall  not  be  applicable  with  respect  to  the  1960  and  1961  crops  of  wheat. 

AGRICULTURAL  ADJUSTMENT  ACT  OF  1938,  AS  AMENDED 

APPORTIONMENT  OF  NATIONAL  ACREAGE  ALLOTMENT 

Sec.  334.  (a)  The  national  acreage  allotment  for  wheat,  less  a  reserve 
of  not  to  exceed  one  per  centum  thereof  for  apportionment  as  provided 
in  this  subsection,  shall  be  apportioned  by  the  Secretary  among  the 
several  States  on  the  basis  of  the  acreage  seeded  for  the  production 
of  wheat  during  the  ten  calendar  years  immediately  preceding  the 
calendar  year  in  which  the  national  acreage  allotment  is  determined 
(plus,  in  applicable  years,  the  acreage  diverted  under  previous  agri¬ 
cultural  adjustment  and  conservation  programs),  with  adjustments 
for  abnormal  weather  conditions  and  for  trends  in  acreage  during 
such  period:  Provided,  That  in  establishing  State  acreage  allotments 
the  acreage  seeded  for  the  production  of  wheat  plus  the  acreage 
diverted  for  1959  and  any  subsequent  year  for  any  farm  on  which 
the  entire  amount  of  the  farm  marketing  excess  is  delivered  to  the 
Secretary  or  stored  in  accordance  with  applicable  regulations  to  avoid 
or  postpone  payment  of  the  penalty  shall  be  the  base  acreage  of 
wheat  determined  for  the  farm  under  the  regulations  issued  by  the 
Secretary  for  determining  farm  wheat  acreage  allotments  for  such 
year,  but  if  any  part  of  the  amount  of  wheat  so  stored  is  later  depleted 
and  penalty  becomes  due  by  reason  of  such  depletion,  for  the  purpose 
of  establishing  State  wheat  acreage  allotments  subsequent  to  such 
depletion  the  seeded  plus  diverted  acreage  of  wheat  for  the  farm  for 
the  year  in  which  the  excess  was  produced  shall  be  reduced  to  the 
farm  wheat  acreage  allotment  for  such  year.  The  reserve  acreage 
set  aside  herein  for  apportionment  by  the  Secretary  shall  be  used  to 
make  allotments  to  counties,  in  addition  to  the  county  allotments 
made  under  subsection  (b)  of  this  section,  on  the  basis  of  the  relative 
needs  of  counties  for  additional  allotment  because  of  reclamation  and 
other  new  areas  coming  into  the  production  of  wheat  during  the  ten 
calendar  years  ending  with  the  calendar  year  in  which  the  national 
acreage  allotment  is  proclaimed. 

(b)  The  State  acreage  allotment  for  wheat,  less  a  reserve  of  not  to 
exceed  3  per  centum  thereof  for  apportionment  as  provided  in  sub¬ 
section  (c)  of  this  section,  shall  be  apportioned  by  the  Secretary 
among  the  counties  in  the  State,  on  the  basis  of  the  acreage  seeded 
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for  the  production  of  wheat  during  the  ten  calendar  years  immedi¬ 
ately  preceding  the  calendar  year  in  which  the  national  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  is  determined  (plus,  in  applicable  years,  the  acreage  diverted 
under  previous  agricultural  adjustement  and  conservation  programs), 
with  adjustments  for  abnormal  weather  conditions  and  trends  in  acre¬ 
age  during  such  period  and  for  the  promotion  of  soil-conservation 
practice:  Provided,  That  in  establishing  county  acreage  allotments 
the  acreage  seeded  for  the  production  of  wheat  plus  the  acreage  di¬ 
verted  for  1959  and  any  subsequent  year  for  any  farm  on  which  the 
entire  amount  of  the  farm  marketing  excess  is  delivered  to  the  Secre¬ 
tary  or  stored  in  accordance  with  applicable  regulations  to  avoid  or 
postpone  payment  of  the  penalty  shall  be  the  base  acreage  of  wheat 
determined  for  the  farm  under  the  regulations  issued  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  for  determining  farm  wheat  acreage  allotments  for  such  year, 
but  if  any  part  of  the  amount  of  wheat  so  stored  is  later  depleted 
and  penalty  becomes  due  by  reason  of  such  depletion,  for  the  purpose 
of  establishing  county  acreage  allotments  subsequent  to  such  deple¬ 
tion,  the  seeded  plus  diverted  acreage  of  wheat  for  the  farm  for  the 
year  in  which  the  excess  was  produced  shall  be  reduced  to  the  farm 
wheat  acreage  allotment  for  such  year. 

(c)  ( 1 )  The  allotment  to  the  county  shall  be  apportioned  by  the 
Secretary,  through  the  local  committees,  among  the  farms  within 
the  county  on  the  basis  of  past  acreage  of  wheat,  tillable  acres,  crop- 
rotation  practices,  type  of  soil  and  topography.  Not  more  than  3 
per  centum  of  the  State  allotment  shall  be  apportioned  to  farms  on 
which  wheat  has  not  been  planted  during  any  of  the  three  marketing 
years  immediately  preceding  the  marketing  year  in  which  the  allot¬ 
ment  is  made.  For  the  purpose  of  establishing  farm  acreage  allot¬ 
ments — (i)  the  past  acreage  of  wheat  on  any  farm  for  1958  shall  be 
the  base  acreage  determined  for  the  farm  under  the  regulations 
issued  by  the  Secretary  for  determining  1958  farm  wheat  acreage 
allotments;  (ii)  if  subsequent  to  the  determination  of  such  base  acreage 
the  1958  wheat  acreage  allotment  for  the  farm  is  increased  through 
administrative,  review,  or  court  proceedings,  the  1958  farm  base 
acreage  shall  be  increased  in  the  same  proportion;  and  (iii)  the  past 
acreage  of  wheat  for  1959  and  any  subsequent  year  shall  be  the 
wheat  acreage  on  the  farm  which  is  not  in  excess  of  the  farm  wheat 
acreage  allotment,  plus,  in  the  case  of  any  farm  which  is  in  compli¬ 
ance  with  its  farm  wheat  acreage  allotment,  the  acreage  diverted 
under  such  wheat  allotment  programs:  Provided,  That  for  1959  and 
subsequent  years  in  the  case  of  any  farm  on  which  the  entire  amount 
of  the  farm  marketing  excess  is  delivered  to  the  Secretary  or  stored 
in  accordance  with  applicable  regulations  to  avoid  or  postpone  pay¬ 
ment  of  the  penalty,  the  past  acreage  of  wheat  for  the  year  in  which 
such  farm  marketing  excess  is  so  delivered  or  stored  shall  be  the  farm 
base  acreage  of  wheat  determined  for  the  farm  under  the  regulations 
issued  by  the  Secretary  for  detei’mining  farm  wheat  acreage  allot¬ 
ments  for  such  year,  but  if  any  part  of  the  amount  of  wheat  so  stored 
is  later  depleted  and  penalty  becomes  due  by  reason  of  such  deple¬ 
tion,  for  the  purpose  of  establishing  farm  wheat  acreage  allotments 
subsequent  to  such  depletion  the  past  acreage  of  wheat  for  the  farm 
for  the  year  in  which  the  excess  was  produced  shall  be  reduced  to 
the  farm  wheat  acreage  allotment  for  such  year. 
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(2)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  oj  law,  each  old  or  new  farm 
acreage  allotment  for  the  I960  and  1961  crops  oj  wheat  as  determined 
on  the  basis  oj  a  minimum  national  acreage  allotment  oj  fjty-jive  million 
acres  shall  be  reduced  by  30  per  centum.  In  the  event  notices  oj  farm 
acreage  allotments  for  the  1960  crop  oj  wheat  have  been  mailed  to  jar m 
operators  prior  to  the  effective  date  of  this  subparagraph  (2)  new  notices 
showing  the  required  reduction  shall  be  mailed  to  jarm  operators  as  soon 
as  practicable . 

[(cl)  (Repealed  bv  Public  Law  85-835,  72  Stafc.  988,  August  28, 
1958.)] 

id)  For  the  purposes  oj  paragraphs  (a) ,  (b) ,  and  (c)  oj  this  section 
any  jarm  on  which  the  jarm.  marketing  excess  is  adjusted  to  zero  because 
oj  underproduction  pursuant  to  applicable  provisions  of  law  shall  be 
regarded  as  a,  farm  on  which  the  entire  amount  oj  the  jarm  marketing 
excess  has  been  delivered  to  the  Secretary  or  stored  in  accordance  with 
applicable  regulations  to  avoid  or  postpone  the  payment  oj  the  penally. 

(e)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  this  Act,  the  Secretary 
shall  increase  the  farm  marketing  quotas  and  acreage  allotments  for 
the  1957  crop  of  wheat  for  farms  located  in  counties  in  the  States  of 
North  Dakota,  Minnesota,  Montana,  South  Dakota,  and  California, 
designated  by  the  Secretary  as  counties  which  (1)  are  capable  of  pro¬ 
ducing  durum  wheat  (class  II)  and  (2)  have  produced  such  wheat 
for  commercial  food  products  during  one  or  more  of  the  five  years 
1952  through  1956.  The  increase  in  the  wheat  acreage  allotment  for 
any  farm  shall  be  conditioned  upon  the  production  of  durum  wheat 
(class  II)  on  such  increased  acreage.  The  increased  allotment  shall 
be  determined  by  adding  to  the  allotment  established  without  regard 
to  this  subsection  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  ‘original  allotment’) 
an  acreage  equal  to  the  acreage  by  which  the  original  allotment  ex¬ 
ceeds  the  1957  acreage  on  the  farm  of  classes  of  wheat  other  than 
durum  wheat  (class  II)  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  ‘other  wheat’), 
but  such  increased  allotment  shall  not  exceed  the  smaller  of  the  crop¬ 
land  on  the  farm  well  suited  to  wheat  or  the  wheat  acreage  on  the 
farm:  Provided,  That  for  the  purposes  of  this  subsection  (1)  the 
original  allotment  for  each  farm  shall  be  not  less  than  fifteen  acres, 
and  (2)  varieties  of  class  II  (durum  wheat)  known  as  ‘Golden  Ball’ 
and  ‘Peliss’  shall  be  regarded  as  ‘other  wheat’.  Notwithstanding 
any  other  provision  of  this  subsection,  (1)  no  acreage  allotment  shall 
be  increased  under  this  subsection  by  more  than  sixty  acres,  and  (2) 
no  acreage  allotment  shall  be  increased  under  this  subsection  for  any 
farm  on  which  the  producer  knowingly  devotes  to  the  production 
of  other  wheat  an  acreage  in  excess  of  the  acreage  allotment  estab¬ 
lished  without  regard  to  this  subsection  (and  particularly  without 
regard  to  clause  (1)  of  the  foregoing  proviso). 

The  increases  in  wheat  acreage  allotments  authorized  by  this  sub¬ 
section  shall  be  in  addition  to  the  National,  State,  and  county  wheat 
acreage  allotments,  and  the  average  of  durum  wheat  (class  II)  on 
such  increased  allotments  shall  not  be  considered  in  establishing 
future  State,  county  and  farm  acreage  allotments. 

The  provisions  of  paragraph  (6)  of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh 
Congress  (7  U.S.C.  1340(6)),  and  section  326(b)  of  this  Act,  relating 
to  the  reduction  of  the  storage  amount  of  wheat  shall  apply  to  the 
allotment  for  the  farm  established  without  regard  to  this  subsection 
and  not  to  the  increased  allotment  under  this  subsection. 
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For  the  purpose  of  applying  section  103(a)(1)  of  the  Soil  Bank  Act 
(relating  to  participation  in  the  acreage  reserve)  to  any  farm  receiving 
an  increased  allotment  under  this  subsection — 

(1)  the  ‘farm  acreage  allotment’  shall  be  the  allotment  estab¬ 
lished  without  regard  to  this  subsection  and  not  the  increased 
allotment  under  this  subsection,  and 

(2)  each  acre  planted  to  durum  wheat  (class  II)  shall  count  as 
one-half  acre  of  wheat. 

For  the  purposes  of  this  subsection  ‘wheat  acreage  on  the  farm’  shall 
include  acreage  in  the  wheat  acreage  reserve. 

(f)  Any  part  of  any  1955,  1956,  or  1957  farm  wheat  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  on  which  wheat  will  not  be  planted  and  which  is  voluntarily 
surrendered  to  the  county  committee  shall  be  deducted  from  the  allot¬ 
ment  to  such  farm  and  may  be  reapportioned  by  the  county  commit¬ 
tee  to  other  farms  in  the  same  county  receiving  allotments  in  amounts 
determined  by  the  county  committee  to  be  fair  and  reasonable  on  the 
basis  of  past  acreage  of  wheat  tillable  acres,  crop  rotation  practices, 
type  of  soil,  and  topography.  If  all  of  the  allotted  acreage  volun¬ 
tarily  surrendered  is  not  needed  in  the  county,  the  county  committee 
may  surrender  the  excess  acreage  to  the  State  committee  to  be  used 
for  the  same  purposes  as  the  State  acreage  reserve  under  subsection 
(c)  of  this  section.  Any  allotment  transferred  under  this  provision 
shall  be  regarded  for  the  purposes  of  subsection  (c)  of  this  section 
as  having  been  planted  on  the  farm  from  which  transferred  rather 
than  on  the  farm  to  which  transferred,  except  that  this  shall  not 
operate  to  make  the  farm  from  which  the  allotment  was  transferred 
eligible  for  an  allotment  as  having  wheat  planted  thereon  during  the 
three-year  base  period:  Provided ,  That  notwithstanding  any  other 
provisions  of  law,  any  part  of  any  1955,  1956,  or  1957  farm  acreage 
allotment  may  be  permanently  released  in  writing  to  the  county 
committee  by  the  owner  and  operator  of  the  farm,  and  reappor¬ 
tioned  as  provided  herein.  Acreage  surrendered,  reapportioned 
under  this  subsection,  and  planted  shall  be  credited  to  the  State  and 
county  in  determining  future  acreage  allotments. 

(g)  If  the  county  committee  determines  that  any  producer  is  pre¬ 
vented  from  seeding  wheat  for  harvest  as  grain  in  his  usual  planting 
season  because  of  unfavorable  weather  conditions,  and  the  operator 
of  the  farm  notifies  the  county  committee  not  later  than  December  1 
in  any  area  where  only  winter  wheat  is  grown,  or  June  1  in  the  spring 
wheat  area  (including  an  area  where  both  spring  and  winter  wheat 
are  grown),  that  he  does  not  intend  to  seed  his  full  wheat  allotment 
for  the  crop  year  because  of  the  unfavorable  weather  conditions,  the 
entire  farm  wheat  allotment  for  such  year  shall  be  regarded  as  wheat 
acreage  for  the  purposes  of  establishing  future  State,  county,  and  farm 
farm  acreage  allotments:  Provided,  That  if  any  producer  on  a  farm 
obtains  a  reduction  in  the  storage  amount  of  any  previous  crop  of 
wheat  by  reason  of  underplanting  the  farm  wheat  acreage  allotment 
pursuant  to  paragraph  (6)  of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Con¬ 
gress  (7  U.S.C.  1340(6),  or  by  reason  of  producing  less  than  the 
normal  production  of  the  farm  wheat  acreage  allotment  pursuant  to 
section  326(b)  of  this  Act,  this  provision  may  not  be  made  applicable 
to  such  farm  with  respect  to  the  crop  of  wheat  for  which  the  farm 
acreage  allotment  was  established. 
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(h)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  no  acreage  in 
the  commercial  wheat-producing  area  seeded  to  wheat  for  harvest  as 
grain  in  1958  or  thereafter  in  excess  of  acreage  allotments  shall  be 
considered  in  establishing  future  State  and  county  acreage  allotments 
except  as  prescribed  in  the  provisos  to  the  first  sentence  of  subsections 
(a)  and  (b),  respectively,  of  this  section.  The  planting  on  a  farm 
in  the  commercial  wheat-producing  area  of  wheat  of  the  1958  or  any 
subsequent  crop  for  which  no  farm  wheat  acreage  allotment  was 
established  shall  not  make  the  farm  eligible  for  an  allotment  as  an 
old  farm  pursuant  to  the  first  sentence  of  subsection  (c)  of  this  sec¬ 
tion  nor  shall  such  farm  by  reason  of  such  planting  be  considered 
ineligible  for  an  allotment  as  a  new  farm  under  the  second  sentence 
of  such  subsection. 

(i)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  this  Act  the  Secretary 
shall  increase  the  acreage  allotments  for  the  1958  and  1959  crops  of 
wheat  for  farms  in  the  irrigable  portion  of  the  area  known  as  the 
Tulelake  division  of  the  Klamath  project  of  California  located  in 
Modoc  and  Siskiyou  Counties,  California,  as  defined  by  the  United 
States  Department  of  Interior,  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  and  herein¬ 
after  referred  to  as  the  area.  The  increase  for  the  area  for  each  such 
crop  shall  be  determined  by  adding  to  the  total  allotments  established 
for  farms  in  the  area  for  the  patrticular  crop  without  regard  to  this 
subsection,  hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  original  allotments,  an  acre¬ 
age  sufficient  to  make  available  for  each  such  crop  a  total  allotment 
of  eight  thousand  acres  for  the  area.  The  additional  allotments  made 
available  by  this  subsection  shall  be  in  addition  to  the  National,  State 
and  county  allotments  otherwise  established  under  this  Act,  but  the 
acreage  planted  to  wheat  pursuant  to  such  increased  allotments  shall 
be  taken  into  account  in  establishing  future  State,  county,  and  farm 
acreage  allotments.  The  Secretary  shall  apportion  the  additional 
allotment  acreage  made  available  under  this  subsection  between 
Modoc  and  Siskiyou  Counties  on  the  basis  of  the  relative  needs  for 
additional  allotments  for  the  portion  of  the  area  in  each  county. 
The  Secretary  shall  also  allot  such  additional  acreage  to  individual 
farms  in  the  area  for  which  an  application  for  an  increased  acreage 
is  made  on  the  basis  of  tillable  acres,  crop  rotation  practices,  type 
of  soil  and  topography,  and  taking  into  account  the  original  allot¬ 
ment  for  the  farm,  if  any.  No  producer  shall  be  eligible  to  partici¬ 
pate  in  the  wheat  acreage  reserve  program  with  respect  to  any  farm 
for  any  year  for  which  such  farm  receives  an  additional  allotment 
under  this  subsection;  and  no  wheat  produced  on  such  farm  in  such 
year  shall  be  eligible  for  price  support.  The  increase  in  the  wheat 
acreage  allotment  for  any  farm  under  this  subsection  shall  be  condi¬ 
tioned  upon  the  production  of  durum  wheat  (class  II)  on  such  in¬ 
creased  acreage. 

MARKETING  QUOTAS 

Sec.  335.  (a)  Whenever  in  any  calendar  year  the  Secretary  deter¬ 
mines — 

(1)  that  the  total  supply  of  wheat  for  the  marketing  year  be¬ 
ginning  in  such  calendar  year  will  exceed  the  normal  supply  for 
such  marketing  year  by  more  than  20  per  centum;  or 

(2)  that  the  total  supply  of  wheat  for  the  marketing  year  end¬ 
ing  in  such  calendar  year  is  not  less  than  the  normal  supply  for 
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the  marketing  year  so  ending,  and  that  the  average  farm  price 
for  wheat  for  three  successive  months  of  the  marketing  year  so 
ending  does  not  exceed  66  per  centum  of  parity 
the  Secretary  shall,  not  later  than  May  15  of  such  calendar  year, 
proclaim  such  fact  and,  during  the  marketing  year  beginning  July 
1  of  the  next  succeeding  calendar  year  and  continuing  throughout 
such  marketing  year,  a  national  marketing  quota  shall  be  in  effect 
with  respect  to  the  marketing  of  wheat.  Marketing  quotas  for  any 
marketing  year  shall  be  in  effect  with  respect  to  wheat  harvested  in 
the  calendar  year  in  which  such  marketing  year  begins  notwithstanding 
that  the  wheat  is  marketed  prior  to  the  beginning  of  such  marketing 
year. 

[(b)  The  amount  of  the  national  marketing  quota  for  wheat  shall 
be  equal  to  a  normal  year’s  domestic  consumption  and  exports  plus 
30  per  centum  thereof,  less  the  sum  of  (1)  the  estimated  carry-over 
of  wheat  as  of  the  beginning  of  the  marketing  year  with  respect  to 
which  the  quota  is  proclaimed  and  (2)  the  estimated  amount  of  wheat 
which  will  be  used  on  farms  as  seed  or  livestock  feed  during  the 
marketing  year.] 

[(c)  The  farm  marketing  quota  for  any  farm  for  any  marketing 
year  shall  be  a  number  of  bushels  of  wheat  equal  to  the  sum  of — - 

(1)  A  number  of  bushels  equal  to  the  normal  production  or  the 
actual  production,  whichever  is  the  greater,  of  the  farm  acreage 
allotment;  and 

(2)  A  number  of  bushels  equal  to  the  amount,  or  part  thereof, 
of  wheat  from  any  previous  crop  which  the  farmer  has  on  hand 
which,  had  such  amount,  or  part  thereof,  been  marketed  during 
the  preceding  marketing  year  in  addition  to  the  wheat  actually 
marketed  during  such  preceding  marketing  year,  could  have  been 
marketed  without  penalty. 

(3)  Any  farmer  who  does  not  market  wheat  in  excess  of  the 
normal  production  or  the  actual  production,  whichever  is  the 
greater,  of  the  farm  acreage  allotment  shall  not  be  subject  to 
penalty  under  the  provisions  of  section  339.  Any  farmer  who 
stores,  in  accordance  with  regula  tions  issued  by  the  Secretary,  an 
amount  of  wheat  which  is  less  than  the  amount  subject  to  penalty, 
shall  be  presumed  to  have  marketed  the  amount  of  such  wheat 
subject  to  penalty  which  is  not  so  stored.] 

[(d)  No  farm  marketing  quota  with  respect  to  wheat  shall  be  ap¬ 
plicable  in  any  marketing  year  to  any  farm  on  which  the  normal 
production  of  the  acreage  planted  to  wheat  of  the  current  crop  is  less 
than  two  hundred  bushels.] 

(d)  Repealed  effective  beginning  with  the  1960  crop  of  wheat. 

(e)  If,  for  any  marketing  year,  the  acreage  allotment  for  wheat 
for  any  State  is  twenty-five  thousand  acres  or  less,  the  Secretary,  in 
order  to  promote  efficient  administration  of  this  Act  and  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Act  of  1949,  may  designate  such  State  as  outside  the  commercial 
wheat-producing  area  for  such  marketing  year.  No  farm  marketing 
quota  or  acreage  allotment  with  respect  to  wheat  under  this  title 
shall  be  applicable  in  such  marketing  year  to  any  farm  in  any  State 
so  designated;  and  no  acreage  allotment  in  any  other  State  shall  be 
increased  by  reason  of  such  designation.  Notice  of  any  such  designa¬ 
tion  shall  be  published  in  the  Federal  Register. 
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(f)  The  Secretary,  upon  application  made  pursuant  to  regulations 
prescribed  by  him,  shall  exempt  producers  from  any  obligation  under 
this  Act  to  pay  the  penalty  on,  deliver  to  the  Secretary,  or  store  the 
farm  marketing  excess  with  respect  to  any  farm  for  any  crop  of  wheat 
harvested  in  1958  or  any  subsequent  year  on  the  following  conditions: 

(1)  That  the  total  wheat  acreage  on  the  farm  does  not  exceed 
30  acres:  Provided,  however,  That  this  condition  shall  not  apply 
to  farms  operated  by  and  as  part  of  State  or  county  institutions 
or  religious  or  eleemosynary  institution  s[ ;]  and  shall  not  apply 
to  other  farms  with  respect  to  the  1960  and  1961  crops; 

(2)  That  none  of  such  crop  of  wheat  is  removed  from  such 
farm  except  to  be  processed  for  use  as  human  food  or  livestock 
feed  on  such  farm  and  none  of  such  crop  is  sold  or  exchanged 
for  goods  or  services; 

(3)  That  such  entire  crop  of  wheat  is  used  on  such  farm  for 
seed,  human  food,  or  feed  for  livestock,  including  poultry,  owned 
by  any  such  producer,  or  a  subsequent  owner  or  operator  of  the 
farm;  and 

(4)  That  such  producers  and  their  successors  comply  with 
all  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  for  the  purpose  of 
determining  compliance  with  the  foregoing  conditions. 

Failure  to  comply  with  any  of  the  foregoing  conditions  shall  cause  the 
exemption  to  become  immediately  null  and  void  unless  such  failure  is 
due  to  circumstances  beyond  the  control  of  such  producers  as  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Secretary.  In  the  event  an  exemption  becomes  null  and 
void  the  provisions  of  this  Act  shall  become  applicable  to  the  same 
extent  as  if  such  exemption  had  not  been  granted.  No  acreage 
planted  to  wheat  in  excess  of  the  farm  acreage  allotment  for  a  crop 
covered  by  an  exemption  hereunder  shall  be  considered  in  determining 
any  subsequent  wheat  acreage  allotment  or  marketing  quota  for  such 
farm  and  the  estimated  production  from  such  excess  acreage  shall  not 
be  included  in  total  supply  and  normal  supply  in  the  determination  of 
future  marketing  quotas  and  level  of  price  support.  No  producer 
exempted  under  this  section  shall  be  eligible  to  vote  in  the  referendum 
under  section  336  with  respect  to  the  next  subsequent  crop  of  wheat. 

REFERENDUM 

[Sec.  336.  Between  the  date  of  the  issuance  of  any  proclamation  of 
any  national  marketing  quota  for  wheat  and  July  25,  the  Secretary 
shall  conduct  a  referendum,  by  secret  ballot,  of  farmers  who  will  be 
subject  to  the  quota  specified  therein  to  determine  whether  such 
farmers  favor  or  oppose  such  quota.  If  more  than  one-third  of  the 
farmers  voting  in  the  referendum  oppose  such  quota,  the  Secretary 
shall,  prior  to  the  effective  date  of  such  quota,  by  proclamation  sus¬ 
pend  the  operation  of  the  national  marketing  quotas  with  respect  to 
wheat.] 

Sec.  336.  Between  the  date  of  issuance  of  any  proclamation  of  any 
national  marketing  quota  for  wheat  and  July  25  of  the  year  in  which  the 
proclamation  is  made  the  Secretary  shall  conduct  a  referendum  by  secret 
ballot  to  determine  whether  farmers  favor  or  oppose  such  quota.  Farmers 
eligible  to  vote  in  such  referendum  shall  be  farmers  who  were  engaged  in 
in  the  production  of  the  crop  of  wheat  normally  harvested  in  the  calendar 
year  immediately  preceding  the  calendar  year  in  which  the  referendum  is 
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held  on  a  farm,  that  was  not  exempted  from  farm  marketing  quotas  on  such 
crop  of  wheat  under  applicable  provisions  of  law.  Any  acreage  con¬ 
sidered  as  being  devoted  to  wheat  in  establishing  future  allotments  under 
applicable  provisions  of  law  shall  be  considered  as  wheat-producing  acre¬ 
age  for  the  purpose  of  determining  eligibility  to  vote.  If  the  Secretary 
determines  that  more  than  one-third  of  the  farmers  voting  in  the  referendum 
oppose  such  quota  he  shall  prior  to  the  effective  date  of  such  quota  by  proc¬ 
lamation  suspend  the  operation  of  the  national  marketing  quotas  with 
respect  to  wheat. 

PUBLICATION  AND  NOTICE  OF  QUOTA 

Sec.  362.  All  acreage  allotments,  and  the  farm  marketing  quotas 
established  for  farms  in  a  county  or  other  local  administrative  area 
shall,  in  accordance  with  regulations  of  the  Secretary,  be  made  and 
kept  freely  available  for  public  inspection  in  such  county  or  other 
local  administrative  area.  [An  additional  copy  of  this  information 
shall  be  kept  available  in  the  office  of  the  county  agricultural  extension 
agent  or  with  the  chairman  of  the  local  committee.]  Notice  of  the 
farm  marketing  quota  of  his  farm  shall  be  mailed  to  the  farmer. 
Notice  of  the  farm  acreage  allotment  established  for  each  farm  shown 
by  the  records  of  the  county  committee  to  be  entitled  to  such  allot¬ 
ment  shall  insofar  as  practicable  be  mailed  to  the  farm  operator  in 
sufficient  time  to  be  received  prior  to  the  date  of  the  referendum. 


MINORITY  VIEWS 


We  oppose  H.R.  7246  on  the  grounds  that  this  shortsighted  bill, 
which  is  $110  million  more  expensive  than  the  present  program,  is  an 
unwise  and  ineffective  attempt  to  reduce  our  tremendous  wheat  sur¬ 
plus.  This  bill  calls  for  a  return  to  rigid  high  supports  for  wheat 
which  means  a  reversion  to  the  very  same  program  that  created  and 
aggravated  the  present  critical  problem. 

BACKGROUND 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  estimates  that  our  wheat  carryover 
will  rise  to  almost  1.5  billion  bushels  by  June  30,  1960.  This  huge 
surplus  is  about  three  times  greater  than  the  annual  U.S.  consumption 
as  food.  By  June  30  of  next  year  the  total  CCC  investment  in  wheat 
will  be  about  $3.5  billion.  It  is  estimated  that  we  are  now  spending 
approximately  $400  million  in  fiscal  1959  on  storage,  interest  and 
transportation  costs  for  wheat  alone — over  a  million  dollars  a  day. 
Unless  something  is  done,  we  will  spend  over  half  a  billion  dollars  on 
wheat  storage,  interest  and  transportation  in  fiscal  1960.  During  the 
fiscal  years  1954-58,  the  net  realized  cost  for  wheat  amounted  to  over 
$2}^  billion.  This  is  about  30  percent  of  the  cost  for  all  commodities 
although  wheat  represents  only  6  percent  of  cash  receipts  from  sales 
of  all  agricultural  products.  If  no  change  is  made  in  the  present 
program,  these  high  costs  and  added  surplus  (at  a  rate  of  about  200 
million  bushels  per  year)  can  be  expected  to  continue. 

Under  present  law,  if  marketing  quotas  are  approved  in  the 
national  referendum,  price  support  on  wheat  will  be  made  available  in 
1960  to  cooperators  (i.e.,  those  farmers  who  stay  within  their  assigned 
acreage)  at  now  more  than  90  percent  of  parity  nor  less  than  75  percent 
of  parity,  according  to  the  relationship  of  the  total  supply  of  wheat  to 
the  normal  supply.  If  producers  turn  down  marketing  quotas,  the 
level  of  support  drops  to  50  percent  of  parity.  In  States  outside  the 
commercial  wheat-producing  areas,  the  level  of  support  for  cooperators 
is  75  percent  of  the  level  to  cooperatois  in  the  commercial  area.  The 
current  level  of  support  in  the  commercial  area  is  75  percent  of  the 
July  1,  1958,  parity  or  $1.81  per  bushel.  Next  year  it  will  be  about 
$1.78  per  bushel.  The  minimum  national  acreage  allotment  is  estab¬ 
lished  at  55  million  acres  under  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 
1938,  as  amended.  There  are  two  exemptions  in  the  present  law.  The 
first  is  a  marketing  quota  exemption  of  15  acres  and  the  second  is  a 
wheat-for-feed  exemption  of  30  acres.  The  penalty  for  overplanting 
is  based  on  the  normal  yield  of  the  farm  marketing  excess  times  45 
percent  of  parity. 

SUMMARY  OF  PRINCIPAL  PROVISIONS 

H.R.  7246  contains  a  temporary  wheat  program,  since  it  is  applicable 
only  to  two  wheat  crops,  the  1960  and  1961  crops.  At  the  end  of  the 
2-year  period  the  program  would  revert  to  the  present  program. 
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Under  the  bill  farmers  would  be  given  a  90  percent  of  parity  support 
level  and  each  individual’s  share  of  the  55-million-acre  minimum 
allotment  would  be  reduced  by  25  percent.  In  addition,  the  bill 
would  also  make  these  additional  major  changes  in  existing  legislation: 

(1)  Only  farms  with  wheat  acreage  of  the  smaller  of  12  acres  or  the 
highest  number  of  acres  planted  to  wheat  for  harvest  in  1957.  1958, 
or  1959  would  be  exempt  from  marketing  quotas.  (2)  The  30-acre 
limitation  on  the  feed  wheat  exemption  permitting  a  farmer  to  harvest 
up  to  30  acres  would  be  eliminated.  (3)  The  marketing  quota  penalty 
rate  would  be  raised  to  65  percent  of  parity  and  be  based  on  actual 
production  on  excess  acres  instead  of  the  present  marketing  quotas 
excess  concept  using  normal  production.  Until  the  actual  production 
figure  is  established,  the  penalty  would  be  based  on  twice  the  normal 
yield  on  the  excess  acres.  (4)  The  minimum  sales  price  for  unre¬ 
stricted  sales  of  wheat  from  CCC  stocks  would  be  continued  at  105 
percent  of  the  90  percent  of  parity  support  level  plus  reasonable 
carrying  charges.  (5)  Payments-in-kind,  equal  to  one-third  of  aver¬ 
age  yields  per  acre,  would  be  made  from  Government  stores  of  wheat 
to  those  growers  who  agree  not  to  harvest  any  crop,  or  to  use  for 
pasture,  the  land  taken  out  of  wheat  production.  Only  those  farmers 
who  completely  idled  their  reduced  wheat  would  receive  payments- 
in-kind.  The  bill  still  would  deny  wheat  price  supports  to  any  farmer 
who  increased  his  plantings  to  other  price-supported  crops  while 
cutting  back  his  wheat  acreage.  The  land  divertechfrom  wheat  would 
not  be  eligible  for  conservation  reserve  payments.  (6)  If  the  new 
program  proposed  by  this  bill  fails  to  receive  a  two-thirds  vote  in  a 
referendum  of  wheatgrowers,  then  all  wheat  producers,  regardless  of 
whether  they  comply  with  acreage  allotments  or  not,  would  receive  a 
support  price  at  50  percent  of  parity.  If  marketing  quotas  are  dis¬ 
approved,  the  present  surplus  of  wheat  could  not  be  released  by  CCC 
for  less  than  75  percent  of  parity  plus  5  percent  plus  reasonable  carry¬ 
ing  charges.  (7)  At  the  end  of  the  2-year  life  of  the  legislation,  the 
wheat  program  would  revert  to  that  provided  under  present  law, 
unless  the  Congress  takes  further  action  before  the  1962  crops  are 
planted. 

COST 

Since  the  bill  provides  for  90  percent  of  parity  support  levels  for 
wheat,  it  is  bound  to  result  in  a  market  price  for  wheat  .close  to  95 
percent  of  parity.  The  effect  of  support  of  any  significant  portion  of 
the  crop  at  90  percent  of  parity  will  be  a  market  price  close  to  95 
percent  level  because  of  the  operation  of  the  payment-in-kind  export 
program.  This  high  market  price  in  turn  will  have  the  effect  of  (1) 
increasing  the  annual  cost  of  the  wheat  export  subsidy  by  over  $200 
million  as  compared  with  the  present  program,  and  (2)  creating  a 
price  incentive  to  increase  yields  on  the  reduced  acreage  as  much  as 
possible,  and  this  will  tend  to  reduce  significantly  the  production 
effects  resulting  from  the  acreage  cutbacks.  The  rigid  90  percent  of 
parity  supports  will  be  at  levels  which  will  stimulate  new  technology 
and  the  new  flow  of  capital  into  production  and  offset  in  large  part 
the  control  effort.  In  addition,  producers  will  tend  to  reduce  their 
wheat  acreage  with  the  poorer  land.  Thus  the  acreage  left  in  wheat 
will  have  an  above-average  production  potential.  With  the  high 
level  of  support  producers  will  strive  for  even  higher  yields,  and  with 
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the  better  land  the  wheat  crop  would  be  reduced  by  an  amount 
smaller  than  the  acreage  cut.  The  reduction  in  wheat  output  would 
probably  be  less  than  15  percent.  Experience  has  shown  that  acreage 
cuts  do  not  achieve  a  proportionate  reduction  in  crop  output. 

The  25  percent  reduction  in  acreage  called  for  in  the  bill  is  designed 
to  achieve  a  savings  to  the  Government  by  reducing  the  production 
of  wheat.  The  Department  estimates  that  this  saving  will  amount 
to  around  an  estimated  $270  million.  When  the  additional  estimated 
cost  of  $200  million  for  increased  export  subsidies  is  added  to  an 
estimated  $180  million  to  cover  the  cost  of  the  payment-in-kind 
provision,  it  is  clear  that  this  legislation  will  be  $110  million  more 
expensive  than  the  present  excessively  costly  program. 

INEFFECTIVENESS 

One  provision  of  H.R.  7246  purports  to  prevent  farmers  from  raising 
price-supported  crops  on  that  25  percent  of  the  acreage  allotment 
diverted  from  wheat.  This  provision  is  ineffective,  because  the  only 
sanction  employed  to  enforce  it  is  the  denial  of  price-support  loans  on 
wheat.  A  wheat  farmer  may  reduce  his  allotment  by  25  percent  and 
still  plant  the  diverted  acreage  to  a  price-supported  crop,  such  as  corn. 
All  he  will  lose  will  be  eligibility  for  a  wheat  loan  and  for  the  payment 
in  kind.  However,  since  enough  farmers  will  cooperate  so  as  to  make 
the  support  program  effective,  the  farmer  who  takes  advantage  of 
the  loophole  can  sell  his  wheat  at  90  percent  o  f  parity  or  better  and  obtain 
price  support  on  all  his  other  price-supported  crops.  If  a  farmer  chose 
to  forsake  the  payment  in  kind,  the  diverted  wheat  acreage  could  be 
used  for  grazing  or  could  be  shifted  into  crops  not  now  price  supported, 
such  as  potatoes,  vegetables,  popcorn,  broom  corn,  etc.,  creating 
surpluses  in  these  crops.  Previous  experience  has  shown  that  small 
changes  in  the  acreage  of  these  crops  have  resulted  in  sharp  decreases 
in  prices.  This  in  turn  could  lead  to  the  need  for  Government  help 
to  these  producers,  since  their  problems  would  have  been  the  result 
of  a  Government  program. 

The  return  to  rigid  high  supports  represents  a  step  backwards  and 
a  return '  to  the  same  discredited  program  which  has  led  us  to  the 
critical  situation  in  wheat  today.  If  the  level  of  support  in  this  bill 
were  adopted,  wheat  would  enjoy  a  special  advantage  not  available 
to  the  growers  of  most  other  crops.  Even  those  proponents  of  90 
percent  of  parity  for  tobacco,  the  only  crop  supported  at  such  level, 
have  come  to  realize  lately  the  ineffectiveness  of  this  approach  as  a 
solution  to  our  farm  problem. 

The  effect  of  the  disapproval  of  marketing  quotas  under  H.R.  7246 
does  not  substantially  differ  from  that  under  present  law.  There  are 
also  some  serious  administrative  problems  incidental  to  the  section  of 
this  bill  dealing  with  payments  in  kind. 

SUMMARY 

As  the  President  pointed  out  in  his  special  message  to  the  Congress 
on  May  13  of  this  year,  we  must  meet  the  pressing  wheat  issue  squarely 
and  resolutely,  lest  we  see  the  entire  agricultural  program  crash  of  its 
own  weight,  carrying  with  it  all  that  is  good  and  sound  in  support  of 
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agriculture  by  the  Federal  Government.  This  bill,  which  attempts 
to  go  in  several  directions  at  once,  does  not  begin  to  meet  this  critical 
wheat  issue  and  should  be  defeated. 

Charles  B.  Hoeven. 
Paul  B.  Dague, 

Page  Belcher, 

Clifford  G.  McIntire, 
Henry  A.  Dixon, 
Charles  M.  Teague, 
Catherine  May, 
Alexander  Pirnie. 


ADDITIONAL  MINORITY  VIEWS 


H.R.  7246  does  not  provide  the  necessary  legislative  machinery  to 
either  implement  an  effective  control  of  wheat  production  or  to  pro¬ 
vide  an  acceptable  choice  to  wheat  farmers.  We  feel  that  several 
fatal  defects  exist  in  this  bill  which  purports  to  offer  the  choice  of 
strict  controls  and  high  price  supports  or  free  production  and  low 
price  supports.  These  defects  are  as  follows:  First:  The  evidence  is 
clear  that  a  25-percent  reduction  in  farm  wheat  acreage  allotments, 
when  coupled  with  payments  in  kind  in  wheat,  simply  will  not  cut 
into  the  excess  production  of  wheat.  At  least  a  30-percent  reduction 
seems  necessary  to  begin  to  effectively  do  the  job.  Second:  As 
pointed  out  in  the  minority  views,  H.R.  7246  does  not  require  strict 
cross-compliance,  a  feature  which  is  absolutely  essential  if  there  is  to 
be  true  and  effective  control  of  the  acreage  retired  from  wheat  produc¬ 
tion  so  as  to  prevent  an  adverse  effect  on  other  commodities.  Third: 
Although  this  bill  reduces  the  15-acre  farm  marketing  quota  exemp¬ 
tion,  it  continues  in  existence  a  loophole  in  the  law  which  has  caused 
an  estimated  600  million  bushels  of  wheat  to  accumulate  in  Govern¬ 
ment  storage  bins.  Since  the  bill  imposes  strict  penalties  for  over¬ 
production  on  farmers  in  the  commercial  wheat  area  where  wheat  is 
often  the  best  crop  which  a  farmer  can  raise,  it  seems  only  just  that 
the  present  15-acre  exemption  be  repealed  and  thus  require  all  pro¬ 
ducers  to  conform  to  their  allotments.  Fourth:  Agricultural  history 
during  the  last  25  years  has  been  a  sad  testimonial  to  the  fact  that 
acreage  controls  alone  are  not  effective  tools  in  controlling  the  pro¬ 
duction  of  farm  commodities.  In  spite  of  this  experience,  H.R.  7246 
continues  to  attempt  to  control  wheat  production  on  the  sole  basis  of 
acreage  allotments.  We  feel  that  if  legislation  is  to  give  the  farmer 
an  effective  control  program  it  should  and  must  embrace  a  combina¬ 
tion  of  bushelage  and  acreage  allotments.  Fifth:  The  alternative 
offered  wheat  farmers  in  the  referendum  means  price  support  at  50 
percent  of  parity  or  $1.18  per  bushel.  We  feel  this  is  too  low  and 
the  choice  should  be  more  in  line  with  that  offered  to  corn  farmers  in 
their  referendum  held  last  fall.  We  also  feel  that  one  referendum 
would  be  sufficient  for  the  2  years  that  H.R.  7246  is  to  be  in  effect. 

Albert  H.  Quie. 

Don  L.  Short. 
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I  agree  generally  with  the  statements  expressed  in  the  minority 
views,  but  specifically  want  to  point  out  some  other  objectionable 
features  of  H.R.  7246.  This  bill  continues  in  effect  the  undemocratic 
principle  of  denying  the  right  to  vote  in  a  wheat  referendum  to 
1,225,101  of  the  1,815,602  wheat  farm  operators  in  the  United  States. 
In  other  words,  67.5  percent  of  the  wheat  producers  of  the  United 
States  are  still  denied  the  right  to  vote  in  a  wheat  referendum.  In  my 
own  State  of  Ohio  there  are  157,516  wheat  farmers  of  which  127,916 
are  denied  the  right  to  vote  under  the  present  law  and  under  H.R. 
7246.  Accordingly,  81.2  percent  of  the  wheat  producers  in  the  State 
of  Ohio  are  denied  the  right  to  vote  in  a  wheat  referendum.  These 
figures  illustrate  the  indisputable  fact  that  the  present  wheat  program 
and  H.R.  7246  are  tailored  to  meet  the  demands  of  the  big  producers 
as  opposed  to  the  small  producers.  I  have  set  out  at  the  conclusion 
of  my  views  a  table  prepared  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture  which 
shows  by  commercial  States  the  total  number  of  farms  producing 
wheat,  and  the  total  number  of  farms  producing  wheat  which  are 
ineligible  to  vote  under  H.  R.  7246,  and  I  urge  my  fellow  colleagues  in 
the  House  to  give  it  thorough  consideration  before  casting  their  votes 
on  this  legislation. 

Another  feature  of  H.R.  7246  would  further  restrict  the  production 
of  the  small  farmer  by  reducing  the  present  15-acre  exemption  to  the 
smaller  of  12  acres  or  the  highest  planted  acreage  in  1957,  1958  or  1959. 
In  order  for  a  small  farmer  to  be  eligible  for  payment  in  kind  in  wheat, 
he  must  reduce  his  allotment  by  25  percent.  These  allotments  are 
usually  only  a  fraction  of  the  present  15-acre  exemption.  For  example, 
in  1958  over  840,000  farms  had  wheat  allotments  of  less  than  5  acres. 
The  effect  of  H.R.  7246  is  that  not  only  is  this  small  producer  required 
to  take  a  3-acre  reduction  but  for  all  practical  purposes,  he  is  denied 
the  one-third  payment  in  land  given  to  larger  producers  who  are  like¬ 
wise  required  to  take  a  reduction. 

I  would  also  like  to  point  out  that  the  small  farmers  who  utilize  the 
present  15-acre  exemption  are,  in  the  main,  producers  of  Soft  Red 
Winter  wheat.  There  is  no  pressing  surplus  problem  for  this  class  of 
wheat.  The  total  carryover  of  Soft  Red  Winter  wheat  was  only  6 
million  bushels  in  1958  and  is  estimated  to  be  only  16  million  bushels 
on  July  1,  1959  When  compared  to  the  carryover  in  1952,  the  1959 
canyover  of  16  million  bushels  is  virtually  the  same.  The  16  million 
bushel  carryover  of  Soft  Red  Winter  wheat  is  relatively  insignificant 
when  compared  to  the  total  estimated  1959  carryover  of  nearly  1.3 
billion  bushels  for  all  classes  of  wheat.  Other  classes  of  wheat  are  in 
tremendous  surplus.  Hard  Red  Winter  wheat  carryover  is  expected 
to  rise  to  946  million  bushels  by  July  1,  1959,  or  up  849  million  bushels 
since  1952.  H.R.  7246  does  not  recognize  this  difference  in  the  classes 
of  wheat  in  surplus,  but  it  nevertheless  requires  the  small  15-acre 
farmer  who  is  the  chief  producer  of  the  class  of  wheat  which  is  not  in 
surplus  to  absorb  a  cut  in  acreage. 
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H.R.  7246  does  have  one  commendable  feature:  It  permits  a  farmer 
unlimited  production  for  on-the-farm  use  by  removing  the  present 
30-acre  ceiling.  I  agree  with  the  principle  of  offering  a  choice  in  the 
referendum  between  controls  and  reduced  production  or  complete 
freedom  to  produce  at  lower  levels  of  support,  but  this  provision  should 
be  amended  in  order  to  let  all  wheat  farmers  exercise  the  right  to  vote. 
H.R.  7246  would  even  deny  a  vote  to  those  small  farmers  whose  15- 
acre  exemption  has  been  reduced  to  the  smaller  of  12  acres  or  the  high¬ 
est  planted  acreage  in  1957,  1958,  or  1959. 

If  H.R.  7246  is  allowed  to  become  law  in  its  present  form,  it  will  be 
noted  for  wrhat  it  did  to  the  small  farmer  and  not  what  it  did  for  him. 


Wheat:  Total  number  of  farms,  and  farms  ineligible  to  vote  under  H.R.  72/+6 


State 

Total 
number 
of  farms 

Number 
of  farms 
not  eligible 
to  vote 
under 
H.R.  7246i 

Percent 
of  farms 
not  eli¬ 
gible 
to  vote 

State 

Total 
number 
of  farms 

Number 
of  farms 
not  eligible 
to  vote 
under 
H.R.  72461 

Percent 
of  farms 
not  eli¬ 
gible 
to  vote 

Arkansas . . 

California . . 

Colorado . - 

Delaware . . . 

Georgia— . .  . 

Idaho _ 

Illinois . . . 

Indiana _ _ 

Iowa . . . 

Kansas _ 

Kentucky _ 

Maryland _ 

Michigan _ 

Minnesota _ ... 

Missouri . . 

Montana _ 

Nebraska . 

New  Jersey... _ 

New  Mexico . 

18, 395 
6, 211 
21. 561 

2, 061 
21,  581 
31,639 
138, 319 
123,  500 
14, 142 
138, 991 
28, 611 
14, 862 
118,445 
51, 084 
151,961 
25, 155 
80, 976 

5, 131 
4,898 

17,699 
3,280 
6, 496 
1,225 
20, 022 
20,  518 
107, 340 
100,294 
11,289 
41,365 

24.676 

10. 677 
100, 899 

38, 472 
127, 553 
4,  992 
29, 737 
4,054 

2,  270 

96.2 

52.8 

30.1 
59.4 

92.8 

64.8 

77.6 

81.2 

79.8 

29.8 
86.2 

71.8 

85.2 

75.3 

83.9 
19.8 

36.7 
79.0 

46.3 

New  York . . 

North  Carolina _ 

North  Dakota . 

Ohio _ _ 

Oklahoma _ ... 

Oregon...  _ 

Pennsylvania  ... 

South  Carolina _ 

South  Dakota _ 

Tennessee _ 

Texas _ _ 

Utah. _ _ 

Virginia.  _ 

■Washington . 

West  Virginia _ 

Wisconsin  .. 
Wyoming _ 

Total _ 

38, 452 
75, 388 
72,  794 
157,  516 
85, 191 
18, 193 

87. 939 
40, 168 
42, 327 
34,  389 

61. 939 
12, 864 
48, 892 
17,  534 

6,  425 
13,  990 
4,078 

32, 292 
72, 290 
3,698 
127, 916 
30,  806 
12, 341 
79, 792 
38,  435 
11, 315 
31, 492 
27, 629 

9, 956 
44,987 
8,342 
5, 869 
13, 606 
1,477 

84.0 

95.9 

5.1 

81.2 

36.1 
67.8 

90.7 

95.7 

26.7 

91.6 

44.6 
77.4 
92.0 

47.6 

91.3 

97.3 

36.2 

1, 815, 602 

1,  225, 101 

67.5 

1  Farms  with  allotments  of  15  acres  or  less,  and  which  did  not  plant  in  excess  of  15  acres  in  1958. 

Delbert  L.  Latta. 
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IN  THE  HOUSE  OE  REPRESENTATIVES 

Mat  19, 1959 

Mr.  Cooley  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture 

May  25,  1959 

Reported  with  amendments,  committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union,  and  ordered  to  be  printed 

[Omit  the  part  struck  through  and  insert  the  part  printed  in  italic] 


A  BILL 

To  amend  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  and  Public 
Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Congress,  as  amended. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  title  I  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  is 

4  amended  by  adding  the  following  new  section: 

5  “Sec.  106.  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section 

6  101  of  this  Act,  for  each  of  the  1960  and  1961  crops  of 

7  wheat  price  support  shall  be  made  available  as  provided  in 

8  this  section.  The  support  price  for  each  such  crop  shall  be 

9  90  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  therefor.  Wheat  of  any 
10  such  crop  shall  he  eligible  for  price  support  only  if  (1) 
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the  farm  on  which  the  wheat  is  produced  is  in  compliance 
with  the  farm  wheat  acreage  allotment  for  such  crop,  and 
(2)  the  total  acreage  on  the  farm  devoted  to  the  production 
of  crops  supported  under  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as 
amended,  which  would  normally  be  harvested  in  the  calendar 
year  in  which  the  wheat  crop  for  which  the  producer  applies 
for  price  support  is  normally  harvested,  does  not  exceed 
the  total  average  annual  acreage  on  the  farm  devoted  to 
the  production  of  such  price  supported  crops  for  harvest  in 
1957  and  1958,  less  an  acreage  equal  to  3D  25  per  centum  of 
the  farm  acreage  allotment  for  the  crop  of  wheat  for  which 
application  for  price  support  is  made  which  would  be  in 
effect  for  the  farm  except  for  the  reduction  thereof  as  pro¬ 
vided  in  section  344  334  (c)  (2)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjust¬ 
ment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended:  Provided,  however,  That  a 
farm  shall  be  deemed  in  compliance  with  the  foregoing  re¬ 
quirements  for  price  support  for  wheat  if  no  crop  other  than 
wheat  supported  under  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as 
amended,  is  produced  on  the  farm  for  harvest  in  1960  or 
1961,  whichever  is  applicable,  and  the  farm  is  in  compli¬ 
ance  with  the  farm  wheat  acreage  allotment.  In  accord¬ 
ance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  the  acre¬ 
age  of  such  price .  supported  crops  for  1957  and  1958  may 
be  adjusted  for  abnormal  weather  conditions,  established 
crop-rotation  practices  for  the  farm,  diversion  under  soil 
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bank  programs,  and  to  reflect  history  acreage  preserved 
under  section  377  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 
1938,  as  amended,  to  the  extent  of  any  unused  allotment 
not  diverted  to  the  production  of  such  price  supported  crops. 
For  the  purposes  of  this  section  a  producer  shall  not  be 
deemed  to  have  exceeded  the  farm  acreage  allotment  or  the 
acreage  of  permitted  price  supported  crops  for  the  farm  un¬ 
less  the  producer  knowingly  exceeded  such  allotment  or 
permitted  acreage.  In  addition,  for  the  1960  or  1961  crops 
of  wheat,  if  marketing  quotas  for  the  'particular  crop  are  in 
effect  and  the  producers  on  the  farm  meet  the  foregoing 
requirements  for  price  support  and,  in  accordance  with  reg¬ 
ulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  designate  an  acreage 
on  the  farm  equal  to  the  39  25  per  centum  reduction  in  the 
farm  acreage  allotment  required  under  section  3AA  334  ( c ) 
(2)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act,  as  amended,  for  the 
particular  crop  of  wheat  and  do  not  produce  any  crop 
thereon  which  is  normally  harvested  in  the  calendar  year 
in  which  the  particular  crop  of  wheat  is  normally  harvested 
and  do  not  graze  such  acreage  during  such  year,  such  pro¬ 
ducers  shall  be  entitled  to  a  wheat  payment  in  kind  from 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  stocks  equal  in  value  to  one- 
third  of  the  average  annual  yield  in  bushels  of  wheat  per 
harvested  acre  on  the  farm  for  the  three  years  immediately 
preceding  the  year  for  which  the  designation  is  made,  ad- 
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justed  for  abnormal  weather  conditions  and  as  determined 
under  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  multiplied 
by  the  number  of  designated  acres.  Such  wheat  may  be 
marketed  without  penalty  but  shall  not  be  eligible  for  price 
support.  The  payment  in  kind  shall  be  made  by  the  issu¬ 
ance  of  a  negotiable  certificate  which  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  shall  redeem  in  wheat  equal  in  value  to  the 
value  of  the  certificate.  The  certificate  shall  have  a  value 
equal  to  the  number  of  bushels  determined  as  aforesaid  mul¬ 
tiplied  by  the  basic  county  support  rate  per  bushel  for  num¬ 
ber  one  wheat  of  the  crop  normally  harvested  in  the  year 
for  which  the  acreage  is  designated  and  for  the  county  in 
which  the  designated  acreage  is  located.  The  wheat  re¬ 
deemable  for  such  certificate  shall  be  valued  at  the  market 
price  thereof  as  determined  by  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion.  The  Secretary  shall  provide  b}^  regulation  for  the 
sharing  of  a  certificate  among  producers  on  the  farm  on  a 
fair  and  equitable  basis.  The  acreage  on  the  farm  which 
would  otherwise  be  eligible  to  be  placed  in  the  conservation 
reserve  program  for  1960  or  1961  shall  be  reduced  by  an 
amount  equal  to  the  required  reduction  of  -30  25  per  centum 
under  section  341  (c)  334(c)  (2)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjust¬ 
ment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  for  the  wheat  crop  of  the  cor¬ 
responding  year.  Price  support  at  90  per  centum  of  parity 
under  this  section  shall  be  made  available  only  to  cooperators 
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and  only  if  producers  have  not  disapproved  marketing  quotas 
for  the  crop.  In  case  marketing  quotas  are  disapproved, 
price  support  shall  be  made  available  to  cooperators  and  non¬ 
cooperators  at  50  per  centum  of  parity:  Provided,  however, 
That  for  the  purpose  of  section  407  of  the  Agricultural  Act 
of  1949,  as  amended,  the  current  support  price  for  wheat 
shall  he  determined  on  the  basis  of  a  price  support  level  for 
wheat  of  75  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  therefor.,, 

Sec.  2.  (a)  In  lieu  of  the  provisions  of  item  (1)  of 
Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Congress,  as  amended,  the 
following  provisions  shall  apply  to  the  1960  and  1961  crops 
of  wheat: 

“  ( 1 )  If  a  national  [marketing  quota  for  wheat  is  in  effect 
for  any  marketing  year,  farm  marketing  quotas  shall  be  in 
effect  for  the  crop  of  wheat  which  is  normally  harvested  in 
the  calendar  /  year  in  which  such  marketing  year  begins. 
The  farm  marketing  quota  for  any  crop  of  wheat  shall  be 
the  actual  production  of  the  acreage  planted  to  such  crop  of 
wheat  on  the  -farm  less  the  farm  marketing  excess.  The 
farm  marketing  excess  shall  be  an  amount  equal  to  double  the 
normal  yield  of  wheat  per  acre  established  for  the  farm 
multiplied  by  the /number  of  acres  planted  to  such  crop  of 
wheat  on  the  farm  in  excess  of  the  farm  acreage  allotment 
for  such  crop  unless  the  producer,  in  accordance  with  regula¬ 
tions  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  and  within  the  time  pre- 
H.  R.7246 - 2 


G 


1  scribed  therein,  establishes  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Secretary 

2  the  actual  production  of  such  crop  of  wheat  on  the  farm.  If 

3  such  actual  production  is  so  established  the  farm  marketing 

4  excess  shall  be  such  actual  production  less  the  actual  produc- 

5  tion  of  the  farm  wheat  acreage  allotment:  Provided,  how- 

6  ever,  That  the  farm  marketing  excess  shall  be  adjusted  to 

7  zero  if  the  total  actual  production  on  the  farm  does  not 

8  exceed  the  normal  production  of  the  farm  wheat  acreage 

9  allotment.  Actual  production  of  the  farm  wheat  acreage  al- 

10  lotment  shall  mean  the  actual  average  yield  per  harvested 

11  acre  of  wheat  on  the  farm  multiplied  by  the  number  of  acres 

12  constituting  the  farm  acreage  allotment.  In  determining  the 

13  actual  average  yield  per  harvested  acre  of  wheat  and  the 

✓ 

14  actual  production  of  wheat  on  the  farm  any  acreage  utilized 

15  for  feed  without  threshing  after  the  wheat  is  headed,  or  avail- 

16  able  for  such  utilization  at  the  time  the  actual  production  is 

17  determined,  shall  be  considered  harvested  acreage  and  the 

18  production  thereof  in  terms  of  grain  shall  be  appraised  in 

19  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  and 

20  such  production  included  in  the  actual  production  of  wheat 

21  on  the  farm.  The  acreage  planted  to  wheat  on  a  farm  shall 

22  include  all  acreage  planted  to  wheat  for  any  purpose  and 

23  self-seeded  (volunteer)  wheat,  but  shall  not  include  any 

24  acreage  that  is  disposed  of  prior  to  harvest  in  accordance 

25  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary,” 
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1  (b)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  item  (2)  of 

2  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Congress,  as  amended  (7 

3  U.S.C.  1.340  (2)  ) ,  the  rate  of  penalty  on  wheat  of  the  1960 

4  and  1961  crops  shall  be  65  per  centum  of  the  parity  price 

5  per  bushel  of  wheat  as  of  May  1  of  the  calendar  year  in 

6  which  the  crop  is  harvested. 

7  (c)  In  lieu  of  the  provisions  of  item  (3)  of  Public 

8  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Congress,  as  amended,  the  folio w- 

9  ing  provisions  shall  apply  to  the  1960  and  1961  crops  of 

10  wheat : 

11  “(3)  The  farm  marketing  excess  for  wheat  shall  be 

12  regarded  as  available  for  marketing,  and  the  penalty  and  the 

13  storage  amount  or  amounts  of  wheat  to  be  delivered  to  the 

14  Secretary  shall  be  computed  upon  double  the  normal  produc- 

15  tion  of  the  excess  acreage.  If  the  farm  marketing  excess 

16  so  computed  is  adjusted  downward  on  the  basis  of  actual 

17  production  as  heretofore  provided  the  difference  between  the 

18  amount  of  the  penalty  or  storage  computed  on  the  basis  of 

19  double  the  normal  production  and  as  computed  on  actual 
29  production  shall  be  returned  to  or  allowed  the  producer  or 

21  a  corresponding  adjustment  made  in  the  amount  to  be  de- 

22  livered  to  the  Secretary  if  the  producer  elects  to  make  such 

23  delivery.  The  Secretary  shall  issue  regulations  under  which 

24  the  farm  marketing  excess  of  wheat  for  the  farm  shall  be 

25  stored  or  delivered  to  him.  Upon  failure  to  store,  or  deliver 
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to  the  Secretary,  the  farm  marketing  excess  within  such 
time  as  may  be  determined  under  regulations  prescribed  by 
the  Secretary  the  penalty  computed  as  aforesaid  shall  be 
paid  by  the  producer.  Any  wheat  delivered  to  the  Secre¬ 
tary  hereunder  shall  become  the  property  of  the  United 
States  and  shall  be  disposed  of  by  the  Secretary  for  relief 
purposes  in  the  United  States  or  foreign  countries  or  in  such 
other  manner  as  he  shall  determine  will  divert  it  from  the 
normal  channels  of  trade  and  commerce.” 

(d)  Item  (7)  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Con¬ 
gress,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1340(7))  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows: 

"(7)  A  farm  marketing  quota  on  any  crop  of  wheat 
shall  not  be  applicable  to  any  farm  on  which  the  acreage 
planted  to  wheat  for  such  crop  does  not  exceed  15  acres: 
Provided,  however,  That  a  farm  marketing  quota  on  the 
1960  and  1961  crops  of  wheat  shall  be  applicable  to  any 
farm  on  which  the  acreage  of  wheat  exceeds  the  smaller  of 
(1)  12  acres  or  (2)  the  highest  number  of  acres  planted 
to  wheat  on  the  farm  for  harvest  in  the  calendar  years  1957, 
1958,  or  1959.” 

Sec.  3.  Item  (12)  of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy- 
seventh  Congress,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1340(12)  )  shall 
not  be  applicable  with  respect  to  the  1960  and  1961  crops 
of  wheat. 
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Sec.  4.  The  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended,  is  amended  as  follows: 

(a)  Section  334  is  amended  by  inserting  “(1)”  after 
“(c)”  and  adding  a  new  subparagraph  (2)  following  sub- 
paragraph  (c)  (1)  to  read  as  follows : 

“(2)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  each 
old  or  new  farm  acreage  allotment  for  the  1960  and  1961 
crops  of  wheat  as  determined  on  the  basis  of  a  minimum  na¬ 
tional  acreage  allotment  of  fifty-five  million  acres  shall  be 
reduced  by  30  25  per  centum.  In  the  event  notices  of  farm 
acreage  allotments  for  the  1960  crop  of  wheat  have  been 
mailed  to  farm  operators  prior  to  the  effective  date  of  this 
subparagraph  (2)  new  notices  showing  the  required  reduc¬ 
tion  shall  be  mailed  to  farm  operators  as  soon  as  practicable.” 

(b)  Section  334  is  further  amended  by  inserting  a  new 
paragraph  (d)  between  paragraphs  (c)  and  (e)  to  read 
as  follows : 

“(d)  For  the  purposes  of  paragraphs  (a),  (b),  and 

(c)  of  this  section  any  farm  on  which  the  farm  marketing 
excess  is  adjusted  to  zero  because  of  underproduction  pur¬ 
suant  to  applicable  provisions  of  law  shall  be  regarded  as  a 
farm  on  which  the  entire  amount  of  the  farm  marketing 
excess  has  been  delivered  to  the  Secretary  or  stored  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  applicable  regulations  to  avoid  or  postpone 
the  payment  of  the  penalty.” 
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(c)  Subsection  (f)  of  section  335  is  amended  by 
striking  out  the  semicolon  at  the  end  of  item  (1)  and  add¬ 
ing  “and  shall  not  apply  to  other  farms  with  respect  to  the 
1960  and  1961  crops;”. 

(d)  Section  336  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“Sec.  336.  Between  the  date  of  issuance  of  any  procla¬ 
mation  of  any  national  marketing  quota  for  wheat  and  July 
25  of  the  year  in  which  the  proclamation  is  made  the  Secre¬ 
tary  shall  conduct  a  referendum  by  secret  ballot  to  determine 
whether  farmers  favor  or  oppose  such  quota.  Farmers  eli¬ 
gible  to  vote  in  such  referendum  shall  be  farmers  who  were 
engaged  in  the  production  of  the  crop  of  wheat  normally 
harvested  in  the  calendar  year  immediately  preceding  the 
calendar  year  in  which  the  referendum  is  held  on  a  farm  that 
was  not  exempted  from  farm  marketing  quotas  on  such  crop 
of  wheat  under  applicable  provisions  of  law.  Any  acreage 
considered  as  being  devoted  to  wheat  in  establishing  future 
allotments  under  applicable  provisions  of  law  shall  be  con¬ 
sidered  as  wheat-producing  acreage  for  the  purpose  of  de¬ 
termining  eligibility  to  vote.  If  the  Secretary  determines 
that  more  than  one-third  of  the  farmers  voting  in  the  referen¬ 
dum  oppose  such  quota  he  shall  prior  to  the  effective  date 
of  such  quota  by  proclamation  suspend  the  operation  of  the 
national  marketing  quotas  with  respect  to  wheat”. 


11 


1  (e)  Section  362  is  amended  by  deleting  the  second 

2  sentence  thereof. 

3  Sec.  5.  Subsections  (b)  and  (c)  of  section  335  of  the 

4  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  are  here- 

5  by  repealed  and  subsection  (d)  of  said  section  is  repealed 

6  effective  beginning  with  the  1960  crop  of  wheat. 
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HIGHLIGHTS;  House  Rules  Committee  clearej 
Sen.  Russell  disputed  Sen.  Williams' ,  Dc 


whOat  and  tobacco  price  support  bills. 
st<Xements  on  USDA  appropriation  bill. 


SENATE 

1.  AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATION  yiflLL,  1960.  Sens.  Russell  Xid  Williams,  Del.,  de¬ 
bated  whether  the  agricultural  appropriation  bill  as  pXaed  by  the  Senate  pro¬ 
vides  more  funds  than  wtre  requested  by  the  Administration,  with  Sen.  Russell 
terming  as  "completely  in  error"  a  statement  by  Sen.  Williams  that  the  bill 
"calls  for  the  expenditure  next  year  of  $220  million  over  arid  above  the  amount 
which  the  administration  requested  in  its  budget  estimate."  Sen.  Russell  stated 
that  certain  items  in  the  bill  were  authorizations,  not  appropriations,  and  in¬ 
serted  tables  showing  advance  authorizations  and  appropriations  b^r  the  conser- 
vation  reserve/ and  ACP  programs  for  previous  years,  pp.  8874,  887\-80 

2.  EGG  PRICES. /Sen.  Neuberger  discussed  "the  disaster  which  has  struck  egg  and 

poultry  producers  in  our  States,"  and  inserted  the  text  of  a  letter  he\ent  to 
this  De/artment  urging  "steps  to  assist  in  alleviating  this  situation,  '&nd  in- 
serte</two  articles  discussing  the  situation,  pp.  8851-4 

3.  FORESTRY.  Sen.  Murray  commended  the  work  of  the  Forest  Service  in  the  reforests- 
tZn  of  Teakettle  Mountain,  Mont.,  and  urged  enactment  of  legislation  for  the 
istablishment  of  a  Youth  Conservation  Corps  to  aid  in  forestry  conservation. 

pp.  8858-9 


2 


4.  LIVESTOCK.  Sen.  Hruska  paid  tribute  to  the  Union  Stockyards  Co. ,  of  Omaha^ 

NebA,  on  its  75th  anniversary,  for  Mits  steadfast  and  competent  servic^to  the 
livestock  industry,"  and  inserted  an  address  by  the  president  of  the  Cp. 
pp.  88^i-3 


HOUSE 


5.  WHEAT.  The  Rules  Committee. reported  a  resolution  for  consideration  of  H.  R. 

7246,  to  revise  acreage  allotments  and  price  supports  for  wheat  (See  Digest  82, 
item  8,  and  Digest  81,  item  24,  for  a  summary  of  the  bill),  p.  D437 


6.  TOBACCO.  The  Rule's  Committee  reported  a  resolution  for  consideration  of  S. 

1901,  to  modify  pr&pe  supports  for  tobacco  (See  Digest  8^4  item  1,  for  purpose 
of  bill),  p.  D437 


7.  WATER  POLLUTION.  Began \debate  on  H.  R.  3601,  to  amenjl  the  Federal  Water  Pollu¬ 

tion  Control  Act  to  inci^ease  grants  for  construction  of  sewage  treatment  works 
and  to  establish  the  Office  of  Water  Pollution  Control.  Rep.  Blatnik  quoted 

Secretary  Benson  as  sayingVwe  have  got  to  stop  Wasting  water."  (p.  8912). 
pp.  8911-12,  8912-44  x  r 

8.  RECLAMATION.  Rep.  King  criti<n.zed  the  "no  new  Starts  policy  which  the  Adminis¬ 

tration  proposed  in  its  budget\requests,"  stressed  the  "importance  of  reclama¬ 
tion"  and  stated  that  the  charge^that  reclamation  is  responsible  for  farm 


surpluses  is  "not  true6 7 8 9 * * * * * 15  and  that 
8947-8 


surpluses'^  are  a  "temporary  problem.' 


pp. 


9.  PERSONNEL.  A  subcommittee  of  the  JudiViary  Committee  voted  to  report  with 
amendment  (but  did  not  actually  reports)  H.  R.  3283,  to  provide  for  the  de¬ 
fense  of  suits  against  Federal  emp}/)yee^ arising  out  of  their  operation  of 

motor  vehicles  in  the  scope  of  their  employment,  p.  D437 


10. 


12. 


13. 


PATENTS.  A  subcommittee  of  the /Judiciary  Co&mittee  voted  to  report  (but  did  not 
actually  report  )  H.  R.  2739, /to  fix  the  fees'. payable  to  the  Patent  Office  on 
patents,  and  H.  R.  4059,  witn  amendment,  to  amAid  title  28  of  the  U.  S.  Code 
to  protect  copyrights  f rom/Oovernment  infringement,  p.  D437 


11. 


APPROPRIATIONS.  Received^ from  the  President  a  supplemental  appropriation  esti> 
mate  of  $295,285,072  for  fiscal  year  1959  and  $47,785,670  for  fiscal  year 
1960  for  various  agencies  (H.  Doc.  169).  The  proposal  does  not  include  any 
items  for  this  Department,  pp.  8966-7 

WATER  TRANSPORTATION.  Rep.  Shelley  stated  that  despite  statutes  such  as  sec. 
901  (b)  of  the  Merchant  Marine  Act  of  1936,  as__amended,  "which  provides  that 
at  least  507„  oJT_Government  sponsored  cargoes  /such  as  surplus  grain  moving 
under  P.  L.  480/  shall  be  carried  on  privately  owned  U.  S.  flag  vessels,"  the 
’  USDA,  ICA, /and  the  Department  of  State  have,  for  various  realms  best  known 
to  themselves,  engaged  in  actions  inconsistent  with  and  in  derogation  of  the 
purpose  of  the  legislation,"  charged  that  certain  agencies  "have 'apparently 
been  more  concerned  in  furthering  the  interests  of  foreign  merchant  marines," 
and  urged  "prompt  legislative  action  to  prevent  the  extinction  of  th£  tanker 
segment  of  our  American  merchant  marine."  pp.  8961-2 

ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 

IPLUS  COMMODITIES.  Sen.  Byrd,  W.  Va. ,  inserted  his  statement  before  the 
Senate  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  favoring  proposed  legislation  to  Ex¬ 
pand  the  distribution  of  surplus  food  to  the  needy,  pp.  A4751-2 
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H I  Gel  LIGHTS:  Senate  committee  reported  InterW  appropriation  bill  (includes 
Forest  Service),  To  be  debated  today,  June/6V  Senate  committee  reported  bill 
to  extend  authority  for  refinancing  fam  IpansX  House  debated  public  works 
appropriation  bill.  House  committee  reported  rnuunal  security  authorization  bill. 


SENATE 

1.  APPROPRAITIONS,  The  Appropriations  Committee  reported  with  amendment  H,  R. 
5915,  the  Interior  Department  appropriation  bill  for  fiscal  year  196\  which 
includes  Foreprx  Service  items  (S.  Rept#  345)  (p.  8970).  At  the  end  ofNjshis 
Digest  is'*X^abTe-Thowing  the  Forest  Service  items  and  excerpts  from  then 
committee  report. 

Agreed;  to  a  unanimous -consent  agreement  by  Sen.  Johnson  to  begin  debatehpn 
this  bill  Mon.,  June  8,  with  debate  on  any  amendment  limited  to  30  minutes, 
and  debate  on  final  passage  limited  to  2  hours,  (p.  8985) 


2. 


-2- 


AGRI CULTURE  AND  FORESTRY  COMMITTEE  reported  the  following  bills:  (p,  8970) 
1941,  without  amendment,  to  extend  sec,  17  of  the  Bankhead- Jones  Farm 
t  Act  for  two  years  so  as  to  continue  the  authority  of  FHA  to  make  rei 
loans  for  refinancing  farm  debts  (S,  Rept,  347), 

als 


S«  864,  with  amendment,  to  authorize  this  Department  to  disposes  of 
infected'Nor  exposed  to  communicable  diseases  dangerous  to  livestock  or, 
poultry  (S^  Rept,  351), 

S,  1512,  -with  amendment,  to  amend  the  Federal  Farm  Loan  Act  to  transfer 
responsibility  for  making  appraisals  from  the  Farm  Credit  Administration  to 
the  Federal  lan^  banks  (S,  Rept,  349), 

S,  1513,  withV amendment,  to  clarify  the  status  of  the  Federal  land  banks. 
Federal  intermediate  credit  banks,  and  banka  for  cooperatives/and  their 
officers  and  employees  with  respect  to  certain  laws  applicable  generally  to 
the  U,  S*  and  its  officers  and  employees  (S,  Rept,  350), 

S,  1521,  with  amendhient,  to  provide  for  the  removal  of/ restrictions  on  use 
with  respect  to  a  tractNof  land  in  Cumberland,  Co,,  Tenn.,  formerly  under  the 
jurisdiction  of  FHA,  whici\  was  conveyed  to  Tenn,  (S,  £fept.  348), 


3,  FORESTRY,  A  subcommittee  of  NMie  Labor  and  Public  Welfare  Committee  voted  to 
report  (but  did  not  actually  report)  with  emendmehts  S,  812,  to  establish  a 
Youth  Conservation  Corps  (p.  Dill),  Sen,  Humphrey  inserted  a  Minn,  Legislature 
resolution  favoring  enactment  ofXthis  bill  (py/8970). 


4,  FEDERAL-STATE  RELATIONS,  Sen,  Keatihg  and  others  discussed  problems  of  Federal  - 
State  relations,  and  Sen,  Keating  stated  that  he  planned  to  introduce  a 
resolution  to  create  "a  new  Joint  Committee  of  Congress  on  Federal-State 
Relations  with  jurisdiction  to  conductyu\comprehensive  study  of  the  problems 
in  this  area,”  pp,  9018-28 


5,  FOREIGN  AFFAIRS,  Sen,  Mundt  inserted  a  speech,  by  the  director  of  the  U,  S, 
Information  Agency,  "Understanding:  The  One  Sin^e  Road  to  Peace,"  discussing 
"the  role  of  the  USIA  in  promoting  cultural  exchange,"  pp,  8980-1 


6,  EMPLOYMENT •  Sen,  Clark  inserted  a  listing  of  areas\>f  substantial  labor  surplus 
in  May,  and  two  articles  discussing  unemployment  and\the  problem  of  inflation, 
pp,  8982-4 


7,  FOREIGN  TRADE,  Sen,  Clark  inserted  an  article,  "Exports  Gs^oom  Held  Too  Thick," 
discussing  the  "decline  in  U,  S,  exports,"  p,  8984 


8,  ADJOURNED  until  Moil,  June  8,  p,  9028 

HOUSE 


9.  PUBLIC  WORKS/ APPROPRIATION  BILL.  Began  debate  on  this  bill,  H.  R.  7$09  (pp, 
9037-88,  9090-1).  A  summary  of  the  projects  covered  in  this  bill  asVeported 
appears  yon  pp.  9038— U8 •  Rep.  Anderson,  Mont.,  commended  the  action  oi\the  Ap¬ 
propriations  Committee  "in  repudiating  the  ’no  new  starts’  reclamation  policy 
of  the  administration,"  and  Rep.  Monagan  termed  this  policy  "unwise  and  unreal¬ 
istic"  (pp.  9060,  9087).  Rep.  Ullman  urged  restoration  of  funds  for  an  Oregon 
transmission  line  which  was  shown  to  be  "necessary"  on  the  basis  of  a  "compre¬ 
hensive  load  study  which  was  made  by  the  /locaT/  cooperative  in  cooperation 
'with  REA  and  BPA,"  and  discussed  a  pending  REA-" loan  application  (p.  9060).  Rej 
Weaver  discussed  a  Nebraska  flood  control  project  x\rhich  is  partially  the  respon-N 
sibility  of  SCS  (p.  9063). 


10,  WHEAT.  The  Rules  Committee  formally  reported  a  resolution  for  consideration  of 
H.  R.  72ii6,  to  revise  acreage  allotments  and  price  supports  for  wheat.  (See 
Digest  82,  item  8,  and  Digest  81,  item  2li,  for  a  summary  of  this  bill.  The  Com* 
mittee  voted  to  report  this  resolution  June  U,)  p*  9096 
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86th  Congress  \  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES  (  Report 
1st  Session  j  (No.  438 


CONSIDERATION  OF  H.R.  7246 


June  5,  1959. — Referred  to  the  House  Calendar  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Smith  of  Virginia,  from  the  Committee  on  Rules,  submitted  the 

following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.  Res.  285] 

The  Committee  on  Rules,  having  had  under  consideration  House 
Resolution  285,  report  the  same  to  the  House  with  the  recommendation 
that  the  resolution  do  pass. 

o 


34008 
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86th  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


House  Calendar  No.  80 

H.  RES.  285 

[Report  No.  438] 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OE  REPRESENTATIVES 

June  5, 1959 

Mr.  Smith  of  Virginia,  from  the  Committee  on  Rules,  reported  the  following 
resolution;  which  was  referred  to  the  House  Calendar  and  ordered  to  be 
printed 


RESOLUTION 

1  Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this  resolution  it 

2  shall  he  in  order  to  move  that  the  House  resolve  itself  into 

3  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 

4  Union  for  the  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.  R.  7246)  to 

5  amend  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  the  Agri- 

6  cultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  and  Public 

7  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Congress,  as  amended.  After 

8  general  debate,  which  shall  be  confined  to  the  bill,  and  shall 

9  continue  not  to  exceed  three  hours,  to  be  equally  divided  and 

10  controlled  by  the  chairman  and  ranking  minority  member 

11  of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture,  the  bill  shall  be  read  for 

12  amendment  under  the  five-minute  rule.  At  the  conclusion  of 


V 


o 


1  the  consideration  of  the  bill  for  amendment,  the  Committee 

2  shall  rise  and  report  the  bill  to  the  House  with  such  amend- 

3  ments  as  may  have  been  adopted,  and  the  previous  question 

4  shall  be  considered  as  ordered  on  the  bill  and  amendments 

5  thereto  to  final  passage  without  intervening  motion  except 

6  one  motion  to  recommit. 
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86th CONGRESS  |  |  T%  «/»■ 3  -a 
1st  Session  K.  /Oil 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OE  REPRESENTATIVES 


June  8, 1959 

Mr.  Beuciier  introduced  tlie  following  hill;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture 


A  BILL 

To  amend  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  the 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  and  Pub¬ 
lic  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Congress,  as  amended. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rejjresenta- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  That  title  I  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended, 

4  is  amended  by  adding  the  following  new  section : 

5  “Sec.  106.  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section 

6  101  of  this  Act,  if  marketing  quotas  are  disapproved  for  the 

7  1960  crop  of  wheat,  the  level  of  price  support  to  cooperators 

8  and  noncooperators  for  the  1960  crop  and  each  subsequent 

9  crop  of  wheat  shall  be  50  per  centum  of  the  parity  price 
10  price  of  wheat:  Provided,  That  if  price  support  at  50  per 
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centum  of  the  parity  price  is  in  effect  under  this  section,  the 
current  price  support  for  wheat,  for  the  purposes  of  section 
407  of  the  Agricultural  Aet  of  1949,  as  amended,  shall  be 
determined  on  the  basis  of  a  price  support  level  for  wheat  of 
75  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  therefor.” 

Sec.  2.  (a)  Item  (1)  of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy- 
seventh  Congress,  as  amended,  is  amended  to  read  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

“  ( 1 )  If  a  national  marketing  quota  for  wheat  is  in 
effect  for  any  marketing  year,  farm  marketing  quotas  shall 
be  in  effect  for  the  crop  of  wheat  which  is  normally  harvested 
in  the  calendar  year  in  which  such  marketing  year  begins. 
The  farm  marketing  quota  for  any  crop  of  wheat  shall  be  the 
actual  production  of  the  acreage  planted  to  such  crop  of  wheat 
on  the  farm  less  the  farm  marketing  excess.  The  farm  mar¬ 
keting  excess  shall  be  an  amount  equal  to  double  the  normal 
yield  of  wheat  per  acre  established  for  the  farm  multiplied 
by  the  number  of  acres  planted  to  such  crop  of  wheat  on  the 
farm  in  excess  of  the  farm  acreage  allotment  for  such  crop 
unless  the  producer,  in  accordance  with  regulations  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Secretary  and  within  the  time  prescribed 
therein,  establishes  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Secretary  the 
actual  production  of  such  crop  of  wheat  on  the  farm.  If  such 
actual  production  is  so  established  the  farm  marketing  excess 
shall  be  such  actual  production  less  the  actual  production  of 
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the  farm  wheat  acreage  allotment:  Provided ,  however ,  That 
the  farm  marketing  excess  shall  be  adjusted  to  zero  if  the 
total  actual  production  on  the  farm  does  not  exceed  the  nor¬ 
mal  production  of  the  farm  wheat  acreage  allotment.  Actual 
production  of  the  farm  wheat  acreage  allotment  shall  mean 
the  actual  average  yield  per  harvested  acre  of  wheat  on  the 
farm  multiplied  by  the  number  of  acres  constituting  the  farm 
acreage  allotment.  In  determining  the  actual  average  yield 
per  harvested  acre  of  wheat  and  the  actual  production  of 
wheat  on  the  farm  any  acreage  utilized  for  feed  without 
threshing  after  the  wheat  is  headed,  or  available  for  such  utili¬ 
zation  at  the  time  the  actual  production  is  determined,  shall  be 
considered  harvested  acreage  and  the  production  thereof  in 
terms  of  grain  shall  he  appraised  in  accordance  with  regula¬ 
tions  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  and  such  production  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  actual  production  of  wheat  on  the  farm.  The 
acreage  planted  to  wheat  on  a  farm  shall  include  all  acreage 
planted  to  wheat  for  any  purpose  and  self-seeded  (volun¬ 
teer)  wheat,  but  shall  not  include  any  acreage  that  is  dis¬ 
posed  of  prior  to  harvest  in  accordance  with  regulations  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Secretary.” 

(b)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  item  (2)  of 
Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Congress,  as  amended  (7 
U.S.C.  1340  (2)),  the  rate  of  penalty  on  wheat  of  the 
1960  and  subsequent  crops  shall  be  65  per  centum  of  the 
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parity  price  per  bushel  of  wheat  as  of  May  1  of  the  calendar 
year  in  which  the  crop  is  harvested. 

(c)  Item  (3)  of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh 
Congress,  as  amended,  is  amended  effective  beginning  with 
the  1960  crop  of  wheat  to  read  as  follows: 

“(3)  The  farm  marketing  excess  for  wheat  shall  be 
regarded  as  available  for  marketing,  and  the  penalty  and 
the  storage  amount  or  amounts  of  wheat  to  be  delivered  to 
the  Secretary  shall  be  computed  upon  double  the  normal 
production  of  the  excess  acreage.  If  the  farm  marketing 
excess  so  computed  is  adjusted  downward  on  the  basis  of 
actual  production  as  heretofore  provided  the  difference 
between  the  amount  of  the  penalty  or  storage  computed  on 
the  basis  of  double  the  normal  production  and  as  computed 
on  actual  production  shall  be  returned  to  or  allowed  the 
producer  or  a  corresponding  adjustment  made  in  the  amount 
to  be  delivered  to  the  Secretary  if  the  producer  elects  to 
make  such  delivery.  The  Secretary  shall  issue  regulations 
under  which  the  farm  marketing  excess  of  wheat  for  the 
farm  shall  be  stored  or  delivered  to  him.  Upon  failure  to 
store,  or  deliver  to  the  Secretary,  the  farm  marketing  excess 
within  such  time  as  may  be  determined  under  regulations 
prescribed  In7  the  Secretary  the  penalty  computed  as  afore¬ 
said  shall  be  paid  by  the  producer.  Any  wheat  delivered 
to  the  Secretary  hereunder  shall  become  the  property  of  the 
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United  States  and  shall  he  disposed  of  hy  the  Secretary  for 
relief  purposes  in  the  United  States  or  foreign  countries 
or  in  such  other  manner  as  he  shall  determine  will  divert 
it  from  the  normal  channels  of  trade  and  commerce.” 

(d)  Item  (7)  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Con¬ 
gress,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1340  (7) )  is  repealed  effective 
beginning  with  the  I960  crop  of  wheat. 

Sec.  3.  Item  (12)  of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh 
Congress,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1340  (12)  )  is  repealed 
effective  beginning  with  the  1960  crop  of  wheat. 

Sec.  4.  The  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended,  is  amended  as  follows : 

(a)  Section  334  is  amended  by  inserting  a  new  para¬ 
graph  (d)  between  paragraphs  (c)  and  (e)  to  read  as 
follows : 

“(d)  Por  the  purposes  of  paragraphs  (a),  (b),  and 
(c)  of  this  section  any  farm  on  which  the  farm  marketing 
excess  is  adjusted  to  zero  because  of  underproduction  pur¬ 
suant  to  applicable  provisions  of  law  shall  be  regarded  as  a 
farm  on  which  the  entire  amount  of  the  farm  marketing 
excess  has  been  delivered  to  the  Secretary  or  stored  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  applicable  regulations  to  avoid  or  postpone 
the  payment  of  the  penalty.” 

(b)  Subsection  (f)  of  section  335  is  amended  by  strik¬ 
ing  out  the  semicolon  at  the  end  of  item  (1)  and  adding 
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"and  shall  not  apply  to  other  farms  with  respect  to  the  1960 
and  subsequent  crops;”. 

(c)  Section  362  is  amended  by  deleting  the  second 
sentence  thereof. 

Sec.  5.  Subsection  (b)  qnd  (c)  of  section  335  of  the 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  .1938,  as  amended,  are  here¬ 
by  repealed  and  subsection  (d)  of  said  section  is  repealed 
effective  beginning  with  the  1960  crop  of  wheat. 

Sec.  6.  (a)  Subsection  (f)  of  section  335  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  amended 
by  deleting  the  last  sentence  thereof. 

(b)  Section  336  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 
1938,  as  amended,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"Sec.  336.  Between  the  date  of  issuance  of  any  procla¬ 
mation  of  any  national  marketing  quota  for  wheat  and  July 
25,  the  Secretary  shall  conduct  a  referendum,  by  secret 
ballot,  to  determine  whether  farmers  are  in  favor  of  or  op¬ 
posed  to  such  quotas.  Farmers  eligible  to  vote  in  such 
referendum  shall  be  farmers  who  were  engaged  in  the  pro¬ 
duction  of  the  crop  of  wheat  normally  harvested  in  the 
calendar  year  immediately  preceding  the  calendar  year  in 
which  the  referendum  is  held.  If  more  than  one-third  of  the 
farmers  voting  in  the  referendum  oppose  such  quota,  the 
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1  Secretary  shall,  prior  to  the  effective  date  of  such  quota,  by 

2  proclamation  suspend  the  operation  of  the  national  marketing 

3  quotas  with  respect  to  wheat.” 
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J  CONGRESSIONAL 
!(f  PROCEEDINGS 

INTEREST  TO  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 


CONTENTS 


Acreage  allotments. ...... 2 
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Ret iirement . ...... 30 

Senate  accomplishments. . 12 

•oil  conservation . 28 

'Surplus  commodities . 3 

Technical  cooperation. ...  3 

Tobacco . 1 

Trade . 19 

Transportation, • „ .......  19 

VJater  conservation. .....  28 

Water  pollution. ........  25 

Watersheds. . . . 15 

Wheat . 2,11,24,31 


HIGHLIGHTS:  House  passed  tobacco  price  support  bfil.  House  debated  wheat  bill, 
louse  Rules  Committee  cleared  bill/to  extend  mutualNsecurity  program.  Rep.  Coffin 
submitted  and  discussed  measure  /o  authorize  special \tudy  and  investigation  of 
farm  program. 


HOUSE 

TOBACCO.  Passed,  25t)  to  149,  with  amendment  S,  1901,  to  modify  price  supports 
for  tobacco  (pp.  /^408-22)  . 

Agreed  to,  108/to  55,  an  amendment  by  Rep.  Michel  to  limit  to  $^0,0 00  the  total 
amount  of  icc  loans  or  purchases  made  to  any  person  on  the  196t  production 
of  tobaceoi  The  amendment  exempts  cooperative  marketing  organizations. 

(pp.  9416-7)  v 

Rejected/  65  to  123,  an  amendment  by  Rep.  Hoeven  to  provide  for  a  3-ydm:  freeze 
on  tobacco  price  supports  at  the  1958  level  for  the  1959,  1960,  and  1961 

cr^ps  (pp.  9408-16).  . 

Rejected  an  amendment  by  Rep,  Pelly  to  provide  that  no  financial  benefit  o i 
'assistance  shall  accrue  or  be  paid,  directly  or  indirectly,  under  the  bilS 
to  any  Member  of  Congress  or  employee  of  the  Federal  Government  (p.  9416) . 
Rejected  an  amendment  by  Rep.  Michel  to  limit  to  2  acres  the  Flue-cured  tobacco 
acreage  allotment  for  any  farm  in  1960  and  subsequent  years  (pp.  9417-  ; 
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W  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union  for  the  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R. 
E7S2)  to  provide  for  absence  from  duty  by 
civilian  officers  and  employees  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  on  certain  days,  and  for  other  pur- 
posesX  After  general  debate,  which  shall  be 
confined  to  the  bill,  and  shall  continue  not 
to  exceed  1  hour,  to  be  equally  divided  and 
controlledvby  the  chairman  and  ranking  mi¬ 
nority  member  of  the  Committee  on  Post 
Office  and  cWil  Service,  the  bill  shall  be  read 
for  amendment  under  the  5-minute  rule. 
At  the  conclusion  of  the  consideration  of  the 
bill  for  amendment,  the  Committee  shall  rise 
and  report  the  tfUl  to  the  House  with  such 
amendments  as  mV  have  been  adopted,  and 
the  previous  questimi  shall  be  considered  as 
ordered  on  the  bill  aVd  amendments  thereto 
to  final  passage  without  Intervening  motion 
except  one  motion  to  i\pommit. 


COMMITTEE  ON  EDUCATION  AND 
LABOR  \ 

Mr.  LANDRUM.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  theVlommittee 
on  Education  and  Labor  mayN?ave  per¬ 
mission  to  sit  during  general  d^oate  this 
afternoon.  \ 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Geor¬ 
gia?  \ 

There  was  no  objection.  \ 


WHEAT  PROGRAM  FOR  1960  AND 
1961 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia,  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  call  up  the  resolution  (H.  Res.  285) 
providing  for  the  consideration  of  H.R. 
7246,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended, 
and  Public  Law  74,  77th  Congress,  as 
amended,  and  ask  for  its  present  consid¬ 
eration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this 
resolution  it  shall  be  in  order  to  move  that 
the  House  resolve  itself  into  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union  for  the  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R. 
7246)  to  amend  the  Agricultural  Apt  of  1949, 
as  amended,  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  and  Public  Law 
74,  77th  Congress,  as  amended.  After  gen¬ 
eral  debate,  which  shall  be  confined  to  the 
bill,  and  shall  continue  not  to  exceed  3 
hours,  to  be  equally  divided  and  controlled 
by  the  chairman  and  ranking  minority 
member  of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture, 
the  bill  shall  be  read  for  amendment  under 
the  5-minute  rule.  At  the  conclusion  of 
the  consideration  of  the  bill  for  amend¬ 
ment,  the  Committee  shall  rise  and  report 
the  bill  to  the  House  with  such  amendments 
as  may  have  been  adopted,  and  the  previous 
question  shall  be  considered  as  ordered  on 
the  bill  and  amendments  thereto  to  final 
passage  without  intervening  motion  except 
one  motion  to  recommit. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  I  yield  30  minutes  to  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio  [Mr.  Brown]  and  now  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  rule  makes  in  order 
the  so-called  wheat  bill.  It  is  an  open 
rule  providing  for  3  hours  of  general 
debate.  It  purports  to  amend  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Stabilization  Act  as  well  as  other 
agricultural  acts.  The  Committee  on 
Rules  reported  this  bill  out  with  a  pretty 
liberal  provision  of  3  hours  for  general 


debate.  I  might  say  that  the  commit¬ 
tee  reported  it  without  any  great  enthu¬ 
siasm  for  it  because  as  far  as  I  can  learn 
about  everybody  who  lives  in  a  wheat 
growing  district  seems  to  be  carrying 
around  a  substitute  bill  in  his  pocket, 
and  it  is  very  difficult  to  get  any  general 
approbation  of  any  particular  program. 
But,  this  is  a  subject  that  needs  full  air¬ 
ing  and  full  discussion  in  the  hope  that 
some  reasonable  solution  of  this  very 
troublesome  question  can  be  obtained. 

Our  situation  with  respect  to  wheat  is 
that  under  the  existing  programs  we 
have  on  hand  in  storage  about  $3  bil¬ 
lion  worth  of  surplus  wheat  which  is 
deteriorating.  It  cannot  be  marketed, 
apparently  cannot  be  given  away.  It  is 
constantly  piling  up.  They  are  building 
storage  facilities  to  store  it  in  about  as 
fast  as  the  surplus  increases.  Something 
has  just  got  to  be  done  about  our  situa¬ 
tion,  but  nobody  knows  what  to  do. 

It  seems  to  me  that  we  have  about 
reached  the  point  on  this  program  where 
we  have  got  to  sit  down  and  think  so¬ 
berly  about  it  and  do  something  pretty 
drastic,  but  when  you  do  that  somebody 
is  going  to  get  hurt,  and  you  are  not 
going  to  get  this  thing  straightened  out 
until  somebody  is  hurt. 

The  bill  we  have  before  us  today  un¬ 
dertakes  to  cut  down  the  production  in 
acreage  by  25  percent.  That  sounds  fine ; 
that  ought  to  reduce  the  surplus;  but 
after  they  do  that  the  bill  turns  around 
and  gives  them  back  one-third  of  the 
wheat  in  kind  that  they  would  have 
raised  on  the  25  percent  if  they  had 
planted  it  in  wheat.  In  other  words,  we 
take  away  from  them  with  one  hand 
and  give  back  to  them  with  the  other. 
I  do  not  think  that  is  going  to  help  the 
program  very  much. 

Those  of  us  who  represent  farming 
areas,  and  I  do,  like  to  have  a  nice  juicy 
parity,  but  you  can  get  it  so  juicy  and 
you  can  get  it  so  high,  and  you  can  make 
it  so  costly  that  the  country  is  going  to 
get  saturated  with  farm  programs,  and 
the  first  thing  you  know  we  are  all  going 
to  be  swamped. 

The  time  has  come  to  do  something 
sensible  about  this  thing  and  realize  that 
we  cannot  continue  to  hold  up  prices, 
and  pile  this  stuff  up  in  surpluses.  I 
speak  as  coming  from  a  farm  area,  and 
my  district  is  composed  of  20  farming 
counties.  I  think  that  parity  is  too  high. 
I  think  you  are  doing  too  much  to  en¬ 
courage  people  to  raise  the  wheat  they 
might  not  otherwise  raise. 

Another  thing  about  it  is  that  we  cut 
the  15-acre  boys  back  to  12  acres,  and  it 
seems  that  they  are  not  entitled  to  any 
voice  on  what  shall  happen  to  them  in 
this  market.  That  does  not  sound  very 
democratic  to  me. 

I  think  that  if  you  are  going  to  pass 
this  bill  at  all  you  ought  to  cut  out  this 
gift;  cut  them  25  percent  and  make  it 
stick;  do  not  give  back  to  them  with  the 
other  hand  this  33y3  percent  of  what 
they  would  make  on  the  land  they  did 
not  plant.  I  do  not  like  to  have 
to  tell  my  farmers  what  they  have  got 
to  do.  They  are  not  accustomed  to 
that.  I  do  not  think  anybody  else  likes 
to  be  told. 


I  might  say  in  conclusion  that  the 
Rules  Committee  decided  we  would  bring 
it  out  here  and  let  everybody  take  a  crack 
at  it,  listen  to  all  these  different  pro¬ 
grams  and  see  if  something  can  be 
worked  out,  but  I  admit  to  being  very 
pessimistic. 

I  feel,  however,  that  we  ought  to  pass 
this  rule  and  let  the  House  discuss  this 
matter  freely  because  there  are  a  great 
many  people  who  are  very  much  inter¬ 
ested.  If  you  do  not  do  something  a  lot 
of  people  are  going  to  get  hurt,  be¬ 
cause  the  country  is  going  to  get  tired  of 
supporting  this  kind  of  program;  and 
if  you  do  do  something,  somebody  is 
still  going  to  get  hurt.  So  I  hope  you 
pass  the  rule  and  give  everybody  a 
chance  to  be  heard. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  use. 

(Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio  asked  and  was 
given  pel-mission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

,  Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker, 
the  gentleman  from  Virginia  has  ex¬ 
plained  fully  and  well  the  provisions  of 
this  rule.  It  makes  in  order  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  so-called  wheat  bill, 
H.R.  7246,  under  3  hours  of  general  de¬ 
bate  and  an  open  rule. 

I  listened  with  a  great  deal  of  interest 
to  the  remarks  made  by  the  gentleman 
from  Virginia  as  to  the  attitude  of  the 
Rules  Committee  in  permitting  this  bill 
to  come  to  the  floor  for  consideration 
and  determination  of  what  should  be 
done  with  this  measure.  The  fact  of  the 
matter  is  that  the  sponsor  of  the  bill  be¬ 
fore  the  Rules  Committee,  the  chairman 
of  the  subcommittee  of  the  House  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture,  frankly  advised 
our  committee  that  nobody  that  he  knew 
of  was  for  this  bill,  that  he  did  not  know 
of  a  single  farm  organization  which  is 
supporting  the  measure  and  that  he  did 
not  know  very  many  farmers  that  were 
for  it,  but  that  this  was  the  best  bill  that 
the  committee  could  bring  out  under  the 
circumstances. 

I  listened  with  a  great  deal  of  interest 
to  the  statements  made  by  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  chairman  before  the  Committee 
on  Rules  and  statements  made  by  others, 
and  I  find  myself  in  full  agreement  with 
the  statement  made  by  the  chairman  of 
the  subcommittee,  that  this  is  a  bill  that 
no  one  is  really  for,  or  can  be  for,  or 
should  be  for. 

I  have  not  been  able  to  find  anybody 
anywhere,  either  on  the  House  floor  or 
elsewhere,  who  is  very  enthusiastic  about 
this  measure. 

The  truth  about  this  bill  is  it  is  a  big 
wheat  producers’  bill.  It  is  a  bill  that 
will  take  care  of  the  big  boys  in  the 
wheat-production  business  at  the  ex¬ 
pense  of  the  little  fellow.  It  is  a  bill 
that  will  take  care  of  the  great  wheat 
ranchers  in  a  few  of  the  Western,  South¬ 
western  and  Northwestern  States  where 
many  years  ago,  during  World  War  I,  a 
number  of  rich  men  got  together,  at  the 
request  of  the  Government  I  may  say, 
and  purchased  or  rented  huge  tractors 
and  plows,  and  went  out  in  the  spring¬ 
time  and  plowed  under  the  buffalo  grass 
on  the  plains,  thousands  and  thousands 
of  acres  of  it,  and  planted  wheat.  Then 
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they  went  back  home  and  waited  until 
harvest  time  came,  when  they  sent  out 
the  big  tractors  and  the  big  harvesting 
machines  and  worked  up  from  the 
Southwest,  on  farm  after  farm,  or  ranch 
after  ranch,  thousands  of  acres  after 
thousands  of  acres,  until  they  finally 
reached  Canada  and  the  northern 
wheat-producing  areas.  Then  once  they 
were  through  and  certainly  ever  since 
we  have  had  this  farm  program,  a  great 
many  of  them  sold  their  wheat  to  the 
Government  through  loans  never  repaid 
and  went  to  Florida  for  the  winter. 

So,  as  a  result,  we  have  been  reading 
newspaper  reports  and  stories  about  how 
this  particular  farm  operator  or  wheat 
farmer,  or  that  particular  wheat  farmer, 
some  of  them  in  Congress,  some  out  of 
Congress,  received  thousands  of  dollars, 
and  sometimes  millions  of  dollars,  either 
for  not  producing  wheat  or  for  produc¬ 
ing  and  selling  wheat  to  the  Government 
through  putting  it  in  warehouses — ware¬ 
houses,  in  many  instances,  that  these 
very  same  individuals  owned  and  rented 
to  the  Government,  at  If  cents  a  year 
per  bushel  for  taking  care  of  the  wheat. 

This  bill  is  one  that  would  cut,  sup¬ 
posedly,  wheat  production  by  the  big 
fellows  25  percent,  and  by  the  small 
wheat  farmer,  who  plants  15  acres  or 
less,  20  percent.  But  there  is  a  little 
rinkus-dinkus  in  this  measure  you  ought 
to  look  at.  After  they  make  the  25- 
percent  cut  in  the  amount  of  wheat 
grown — and  some  of  these  wheat  ranches 
or  wheat  farms  are  as  extensive  as  40,000 
acres — this  bill  would  give  back  to  these 
same  people," in  kind,  so  much  wheat,  30 
percent  of  the  cut,  which  means,  of 
course,  that  actually  the  reduction  in 
wheat  acreage  for  the  big  fellows  will  be 
only  17'/2  percent  and  not  25  percent. 
Get  out  your  pencil,  and  look  up  your 
arithmetic,  and  you  can  figure  that  one 
youi-self.  It  is  in  this  bill. 

What  else  will  it  do?  This  measure 
would  continue  to  disenfranchise  and 
take  away  from  the  little  wheat  pro¬ 
ducer,  15  acres  or  less,  his  right  to  vote, 
his  right  to  participate  in  the  referen¬ 
dum  to  decide  for  himself  whether  he 
wants  to  come  under  this  kind  of  an 
arrangement  or  not.  Of  course,  it  would 
not  take  away  from  the  big  wheat  farm¬ 
ers,  the  big  producers,  the  people  who 
have  really  created  these  huge  surpluses, 
and  have  received  the  great  sums  of 
money,  as  I  mentioned,  either  for  not 
raising  wheat,  or  for  raising  it  and  sell¬ 
ing  it  to  the  Government,  their  right  to 
vote.  It  will  continue  to  take  away  the 
right  of  the  little  fellow  to  vote,  how¬ 
ever. 

I  would  like  for  you  to  read  the  report 
on  the  wheat  program  for  1960  and  1961, 
that  accompanies  this  bill,  and  the 
minority  report  or  reports  contained 
therein.  There  are  several  minority  re¬ 
ports,  by  the  way.  All  of  the  minority 
members  of  the  committee,  except  one, 
signed  the  minority  views  in  the  report. 

I  am  especially  proud  of  the  fact  that 
the  gentleman  from  Ohio,  a  newcomer 
in  Congress  and  a  new  member  of  the 
Agriculture  Committee,  Mr.  Latta,  the 
last  man  on  the  committee,  by  the  way, 
made  additional  minority  views  public. 
You  will  find  them  on  pages  31  and  32. 


He  points  out,  very  effectively  and  very 
ably  and  very  well,  just  what  happens 
to  the  little  wheat  farmer  under  this 
bill. 

I  want  you  to  remember,  before  I  read 
some  of  these  figures  to  you,  that  in 
States  like  Ohio,  Indiana,  Pennsylvania, 
Virginia,  and  many  of  the  other  States 
of  the  Union,  we  have  small  farms, 
family-sized  farms.  We  do  not  have 
these  huge  ranches,  these  huge  expanses 
of  farmland  like  they  have  in  certain 
sections  of  the  country,  on  which  they 
grow  wheat.  The  wheat  in  these  States 
has  been  and  is  being  produced  primarily 
for  two  reasons:  one,  to  furnish  feed  to 
be  used  on  the  farm,  perhaps  in  poultry 
raising  and  things  like  that;  and,  sec¬ 
ond,  as  a  cover  crop,  in  the  rotation  of 
crops  in  the  small  farm  operation,  so 
as  to  have  a  crop  rotation  every  3  or  4 
years. 

But,  let  us  look  at  this  schedule  on 
page  32,  if  you  will,  for  a  minute,  to  see 
how  unfair  this  bill  is  to  the  little  farm¬ 
ers  that  most  of  us  here  represent.  Let 
us  take,  for  instance,  my  own  State  of 
Ohio.  If  you  will  look  at  Ohio,  in  the 
second  column  on  page  32  of  the  report, 
you  will  see  that  127,916  farmers  out  of 
a  total  of  157,516  would,  by  this  bill,  be 
barred  from  voting  in  any  wheat  refer¬ 
endum.  That  amounts  to  81.2  percent  of 
the  farmers  in  Ohio  would  be  disen¬ 
franchised  under  the  provisions  of  this 
bill  as  far  as  any  wheat  referendum  is 
concerned. 

Then,  let  us  take  the  State  of  North 
Dakota.  That  is  a  good  State,  and  I 
like  the  people  in  it.  It  has  72,290  farms, 
large  farms  in  most  instances,  and  only 
3,698  of  their  72,794  would  be  disen¬ 
franchised.  Only  5.1  percent  of  the 
farmers  in  North  Dakota  would  be  barred 
under  the  provisions  of  this  bill  from 
voting  in  any  wheat  referendum.  As  far 
as  wheat  production  is  concerned,  the 
farm  people  of  Ohio  would  not  be  on  an 
equal  basis. 

Let  us  take  Indiana,  for  instance. 
There  is  a  good  State.  I  am  sure  the 
gentlemen  from  Indiana,  the  Members 
in  this  House  from  that  great  agricul¬ 
tural  State,  will  be  interested  in  these 
figures.  They  have  123,500  farms  in 
Indiana;  most  of  them  small  farms,  or 
family-sized  farms  around  160  acres. 
Of  those  Indiana  farmers,  100,294  would 
be  barred  or  banned  from  voting  in  any 
wheat  referendum  under  the  provisions 
of  this  bill;  81.2  percent  of  the  farmers 
in  that  State  of  Indiana,  the  Hoosier 
State,  would  have  no  right  to  participate 
under  this  system  or  to  say  whether  they 
wanted  this  sort  of  arrangement  or  did 
not  want  it. 

Let  us  take  a  look  and  see  what  we  can 
find  on  the  list  down  here  below  Indiana. 
Here  is  Kansas  with  138,991  farms,  of 
which  41,365  would  not  be  eligible  to 
vote.  Practically  100,000  could  vote, 
most  of  them  large  farms;  29.8  percent 
only  would  be  barred  from  voting,  yet  in 
Indiana,  I  say  again,  81.2  percent  of  the 
farmers  would  be  barred  from  voting  in  a 
wheat  referendum. 

Let  us  look  at  Virginia,  where  they 
have  48,892  farms;  but  44,947  of  your 
Virginia  farmers  could  not  participate 
in  this  referendum,  or  92  percent  would 


not  have  the  right  of  sovereignty,  to  vote 
in  this  wheat  referendum. 

Let  us  take  Wisconsin.  It,  too,  is  a  very 
good  farm  State,  by  the  way.  They  raise 
wheat  in  small  amounts  to  get  feed  for 
their  chickens,  and  also  as  cover  crops. 
Wisconsin  has  13,990  farms;  13,606  of 
them,  all  but  384,  would  be  barred  from 
participating  in  this  referendum  under 
the  provisions  of  this  bill;  97.3  percent 
of  the  farmers  of  Wisconsin  would  be 
disenfranchised. 

I  do  not  believe  the  people  in  these 
States  can  stand  by  and  support  legisla¬ 
tion  of  this  type. 

Let  us  take  Oklahoma.  That  is  a  good 
State.  Only  36  percent  of  their  farms — 
and  they  are  large  farms,  mostly,  down 
there — would  continue  to  be  barred  from 
voting  in  the  wheat  referendum. 

Let  us  take  Illinois.  In  Illinois  77.6 
percent  of  the  farmers  would  be  barred 
from  participating  in  the  wheat  referen¬ 
dum. 

I  say  to  you  who  represent  these  small 
farm  States,  where  the  wheat  crop  is 
not  as  important  as  it  is  in  some  other 
areas,  that  you  had  better  take  a  second 
look  at  this  bill.  There  is  an  argument 
of  course,  and  a  difference  of  opinion 
as  to  what  this  bill  will  do  or  what  it 
will  not  do.  If  I  recall  correctly,  the 
sponsor  of  the  bill  when  he  appeared 
before  the  Committee  on  Rules,  told  us 
it  would  probably  save  considerable 
money — what  was  the  figure?  $240  mil¬ 
lion  or  something  like  that.  On  the 
other  hand,  other  members  of  the  same 
committee  advised  us  that  passage  of 
the  bill  would  mean  an  additional  cost 
to  the  Federal  Government  of  $110  mil¬ 
lion  per  year. 

I  am  a  fanner,  or  a  farm  operator, 
myself.  I  think  we  have  to  have  some 
sort  of  a  workable  farm  program  if  the 
farmer  is  to  compete  with  industry,  with 
business,  and  writh  organized  labor  in 
these  modern  times.  But  what  I  fear 
is  that  we  will  continue  to  enact  this 
kind  of  legislation,  or  to  increase  the 
support  price  for  many  of  these  crops, 
and  continue  to  build  up  such  great 
farm  surpluses,  for  I  have  noticed,  being 
a  farmer  and  a  farm  operator  myself, 
that  when  you  reduce  acreage  a  bit, 
most  farmers  just  plant  their  best  land, 
and  fertilize  it  a  little  heavier  and 
wind  up  with  just  as  much  production 
in  the  end  as  they  had  before,  that  un¬ 
less  we  enact  a  workable  wheat  pro¬ 
gram,  unless  we  do  something  to  cut 
down  these  huge  surpluses  and  these 
great  expenses,  and  do  it  on  a  fair  and 
equitable  basis,  so  that  all  the  farmers 
in  America, ,  regardless  of  the  size  of 
their  farms,  or  the  amount  of  wheat 
they  may  produce  may  participate  in 
the  wheat  program  and  in  the  referen¬ 
dum,  that  in  the  end  the  public  will  be 
so  aroused  the  Congress  may  eliminate 
all  farm  legislation,  and  agriculture 
generaly  will  suffer,  and  will  pay  the 
cost  of  our  foolishness. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  understand  there  will 
be  certain  amendments  offered  in  the 
House.  I  am  sine  there  will  be  a  great 
many  of  them.  I  am  convinced,  from 
what  I  heard  in  the  Committee  on 
Rules,  and  from  conversations  I  have 
had  on  the  floor,  there  will  be  con¬ 
siderable  discussion  and  argument  be- 
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fore  .this  bill  is  finaly  approved  in  one 
form  or  another,  or  is  rejected. 

But  it  seems  to  me,  if  we  are  going 
to  enact  any  farm  legislation  we  should 
give  consideration  to  those  amendments 
which  will  protect  the  right  of  the  little 
farmer  in  America.  I  have  heard  a 
great  deal  of  discussion  on  this  floor 
of  the  House,  and  in  fact  I  have  seen 
a  great  deal  of  blood  spilled  from  bleed¬ 
ing  hearts,  right  here  in  the  well  of  this 
House,  for  the  little  man  in  America. 
Here  is  an  opportunity  to  do  something 
for  the  little  farmer,  to  protect  his  right 
to  plant  at  least  15  acres  of  wheat  if  he 
wants  to  do  so,  to  keep  his  crop  rota¬ 
tion,  to  protect  his  right  to  produce 
grain  on  his  own  farm,  if  he  consumes 
it  on  that  farm,  and  does  not  put  it 
into  interstate  commece,  or  up  for  na¬ 
tional  or  international  sale.  I  hope 
some  sort  of  amendment  of  that  type 
may  be  worked  out. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  we  have  to  hold 
down  the  support  price,  fixed  for  wheat, 
to  a  reasonable  figure  so  we  do  not  en¬ 
courage  the  additional  fertilizing  of 
wheat  land  and  additional  increased  pro¬ 
duction. 

Aft^er  we  get  that  production  this  bill 
would  give  back  nearly  one-third  of  it  _ 
to  the  farmer  that  raised  the  wheat.  So 
actually  the  reductions  of  wheat  pro¬ 
duced  carried  in  this  bill  are  only  rela¬ 
tively  slight,  and  will  be  overcome  by  the 
increased  production  through  heavy 
fertilization  and  the  usage  of  the  best 
land. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  completed  my 
statement,  and  I  am  now  glad  to  yield 
to  the  chairman  of  the  subcommittee, 
the  gentleman  from  Oklahoma  [Mr. 
Albert], 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  gen¬ 
tleman  has  made  quite  an  argument 
about  this  bill  disfranchising  a  number 
of  farmers.  The  truth  of  the  matter  is, 
and  this  applies  to  all  farm  programs, 
that  only  those  who  are  subject  to 
mai’keting  penalties  are  allowed  to  vote. 
This  bill  brings  94,000  more  farmers 
under  marketing  penalties  than  under 
existing  law.  The  truth  of  the  matter  is 
that  if  this  bill  passes  there  will  be  94,000 
more  eligible  voters  than  there  are  to¬ 
day. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  That  may  be 
the  opinion  of  the  gentleman  from  Ok¬ 
lahoma,  for  whom  I  have  the  greatest 
respect;  but  it  is  not  the  opinion  of  other 
members  of  the  committee.  It  certainly 
is  not  my  opinion  from  reading  the 
record,  and  it  is  not  my  understanding 
from  the  testimony  that  was  given  be¬ 
fore  the  Committe  on  Rules  by  the  gen¬ 
tleman  and  others. 

Mr.  QUIE.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the  gen¬ 
tleman  yield  so  that  I  may  ask  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  subcommittee  a  question? 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  I  should  be  glad 
to  yield  to  the  gentleman  for  that  pur¬ 
pose. 

Mr.  QUIE.  I  ask  the  gentleman  from 
Oklahoma  [Mr.  Albert],  is  it  not  true 
that  the  people  who  have  reduced  their 
acreages  from  15  to  12  will  not  be  able  to 
vote  in  the  referendum  this  year  because 
of  the  wording  of  an  amendment  to  the 
present  law  which  came  in  from  a  past 
committee,  and  which  wording  was  not 
changed? 


Mr.  ALBERT.  Under  the  basic  law 
they  are  eligible  to  vote.  The  first  year 
it  may  be  that  some  will  not  be  eligible, 
but  so  far  as  I  am  concerned,  if  that  is 
true  it  is  the  intention  of  the  subcommit¬ 
tee,  and  the  gentleman  knows  it,  to  en¬ 
franchise  every  grower  who  is  subject  to 
marketing  penalties.  That  has  always 
been  the  law  and  certainly  we  intend  that 
that  continue. to  be  the  law. 

Mr.  QUIE.  It  might  be  that  that  was 
the  intention  of  the  subcommittee,  but 
actually  this  bill  does  disenfranchise 
those  new  people  who  come  under  quotas 
this  year  by  denying  them  the  right  to 
vote."' 

Mr.  ALBERT.  It  does  not  disen¬ 
franchise  any  of  them.  It- makes  allsof 
those  who  are  subject  to  marketing 
penalties  eligible  to  vote  under  the 
basic  law.  If  there  is  some  gimmick  in 
this  bill  that  would  postpone  that  for  a 
year,  then  that  is  a  different  matter 
and  it  should  be  corrected. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
regret  I  must  decline  to  yield  further 
for  this  discussion,  to  say  that  I  do  not 
question  the  gentleman’s  good  inten¬ 
tions,  that  is,  the  good  intentions  of  the 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee,  but  I 
cannot  help  from  being  reminded  of  a 
certain  place  I  hope  I  never  see,  that  is 
supposed  to  be  paved  with  good  inten¬ 
tions  according  to  the  Holy  Book — and 
good  intentions  are  not  enough  so  far 
as  this  legislation  is  concerned.  As  I 
read  this  legislation  and  as  other  mem¬ 
bers  of  "the  committee  read  this  legisla- 
tionj  you  do  disenfranchise  these  farm¬ 
ers  who  go  plant  15  acres  or  less  of  wheat 
under  the  provisions  of  this  bill. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Speaker, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  I  merely 
Want  to  ask  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
for  his  interpretation  of  the  word  “dis¬ 
enfranchise”.  In  other  words,  if  a  per¬ 
son  is  not  voting  now,  would  you  be  dis¬ 
enfranchising  him  if  he  is  not  voting 
again?  You  are  riot  taking  anything 
away  from  him. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  It  is  rather 
peculiar  that  this  Congress  which  has 
gone  so  far  to  make  certain  that  all 
Americans  have  the  right  of  franchise 
in  general  elections  should  not  also  go 
so  far  to  see  to  it  that  a  great  many 
Americans,  who  happen  to  live  on  small 
farms,  have  the  right  of  franchise  the 
same  as  any  other  individual. 

Mr.  POFF.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  I  yield: 

»  Mr.  POFF.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  shall  sup¬ 
port  the  so-called  Belcher  substitute  to 
H.R.  7246.  I  do  so,  not  because  I  entire¬ 
ly  approve  every  provision  of  the  substi¬ 
tute  or  because  I  disapprove  every  provi¬ 
sion  of  H.R.  7246,  but  because  in  balance 
and  ovei’all  I  consider  the  substitute  the 
better  of  the  two. 

Specifically,  I  disapprove  the  provision 
In  H.R.  7246  which  reduces  the  15-acre 
exemption  to  12  acres  and  I  disapprove 
the  provision  in  the  provision  in  the  sub¬ 
stitute  which  eliminates  the  exemption 
altogether. 

I  am  convinced  that  a  repeal  of  the 
current  15 -acre  wheat  exemption  would 
work  a  great  hardship  on,  first,  the  small 


farmer;  second,  the  small  businessman 
who  mills  the  wheat  and  processes  the 
flour;  and,  third,  the  wheat  and  flour 
consumer. 

Let  us  consider  a  few  indisputable 
facts  and  figures; 

First.  Sixty-three  percent  of  the  Na¬ 
tion’s  wheat  farmers  are  located  in  the 
soft  wheat  area — the  region  east  of  the 
Mississippi  River. 

Second.  Sixty  percent  of  the  soft 
wheat  crop  is  grown  on  farms  with  allot¬ 
ments  of  15  acres  or  less. 

Third.  Soft  wheat — used  primarily  for 
flour  in  commercial  and  home  bakeries — 
is  not  in  surplus.  Between  1948  and 

1957  soft  wheat  averaged  17  percent  of 
total  wheat  production  but  only  4  per¬ 
cent  of  the  national  carryover,  and  at 
the  close  of  the  1957-58  crop  year,  the 
carryover  was  less  than  1  percent  of  the 
national  total.  Only  9  percent  of  the 

1958  crop  in  the  soft  wheat  area  was  put 
under  the  price  support  program  which 
proves  that  supply  and  demand  are  al¬ 
most  in  balance. 

Fourth.  Farmers  in  the  soft  wheat  area 
plant  wheat  for  one  or  a  combination  of 
three  purposes;  (a)  To  complete  a 
proper  crop  rotation  schedule,  (b)  to 
provide  for  on-the-farm  consumption 
of  food,  seed,  or  livestock  feed,  and  (c) 
to  produce  a  readily  marketable  cash 
crop.  Accordingly,  since  soft  wheat  has 
a  special,  almost  exclusive  consumer  use, 
it  does  not  displace  other  types  of  wheat 
from  the  domestic  or  foreign  markets  in 
any  appreciable  degree,  and  since  supply 
and  demand  are  so  nearly  in  balance  and 
do  not  materially  add  to  the  overall  sur¬ 
plus  problem,  the  15  acre  exemption 
should  be  maintained. 

The  foregoing  facts  and  figures  per¬ 
tain  to  soft  wheat  generally,  including 
both  red  and  white.  With  respect  to  soft 
red  wheat,  the  case  for  maintenance  of 
the  exemption  is  even  stronger.  On  oc¬ 
casions  during  the  last  2  years,  there  has 
been  an  actual  shortage  of  soft  red 
wheat,  so  serious  in  nature  that  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  was  compelled 
to  resti'ict  exports  under  Public  Law  480. 
This  is  of  particular  concern  to  me  inas¬ 
much  as  Virginia  is  one  of  the  10  prin¬ 
cipal  producers  of  soft  red  wheat. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  entire  agriculture 
program,  formulated  during  the  war 
emergency,  has  consistently  discrimi¬ 
nated  against  the  small  farmer  in  the 
East  in  favor  of  the  big  farmer  in  the 
West  who  tills  thousands  of  acres  of  level 
land  with  highly  mechanized  equipment 
and  sells — by  loan  forfeiture  or  other¬ 
wise — thousands  of  bushels  of  grain  to 
the  Federal  Government  where  they  rot 
in  warehouses  at  a  storage  cost  of  nearly 
a  billion  dollars  a  year.  Over  the  years, 
this  discrimination  has  increased.  In 
1939,  Virginia’s  share  of  the  55  million 
acre  wheat  allotment  was  482,719;  today, 
it  is  only  259,999,  representing  a  cut  of 
46.1  percent.  By  comparison,  the  wheat 
allotment  has  been  increased  for  Michi¬ 
gan  46.5  percent,  Utah  49.5  percent.  New 
Mexico  52.1  percent,  and  Coloi-ado  105.2 
percent. 

To  repeal  the  15  acre  exemption  would 
be  to  continue  and  aggravate  this  history 
of  discrimination  against  the  small 
farmer.  Surely,  this  Congress  will  not 
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thus  add  to  the  burden  of  the  family-type 
farm. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Missouri  [Mr.  JonesL 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  want  to  make  a  very  brief  statement. 
The  President  of  the  United  States  sent 
about  seven  messages  to  the  Congress 
asking  that  something  be  done  for  the 
wheat  which  all  admit  is  our  No.  1  farm 
problem.  The  committee  has  acted  to  do 
something  for  wheat.  The  gentleman 
from  Ohio  has  mentioned  that  there  are 
several  amendments  to  the  proposed  bill, 
and  thereby  we  will  have  an  opportunity 
to  exercise  the  will  of  this  body.  For  that 
reason,  I  think  anything  we  do  here  will 
not  make  the  condition  any  worse  than 
it  is  now  and  the  quicker  we  adopt  this 
rule  and  get  into  a  debate  on  the  facts 
rather  than  a  misstatement  of  some  of 
the  facts,  the  earlier  we  can  reach  agree¬ 
ment  on  what  needs  to  be  done.  I  would 
like  to  see  us  vote  on  this  resolution  right 
now. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  yield  5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts  [Mr.  McCormack]. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  McCor¬ 
mack  was  given  permission  to  proceed 
out  of  the  regular  order.) 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
rise  at  this  time  simply  for  the  purpose 
of  having  the  record  clear  in  relation  to 
the  very  friendly  and  very  mild  colloquy 
that  occurred  between  my  dear  friend, 
the  gentleman  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Hal- 
leck]  and  myself  the  other  day.  The 
gentleman  from  Indiana  later  made  some 
remarks  to  the  effect  .that  he  had  the 
debate  on  the  railroad  retirement  bill 
carefully  examined  and  he  could  not  find 
anything  in  the  Record  by  any  Repub¬ 
lican  Member  either  directly  or  indi¬ 
rectly  in  relation  to  a  veto.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I,  peronally,  have  examined  the  Record 
myself. 

On  page  6638  of  the  Record  for  April 
29  a  Republican  Member  was  address¬ 
ing  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  and  he 
said: 

Moreover,  rumors  are  extant  to  the  effect 
that  the  adoption  of  those  amendments  on 
the  floor  would  ultimately  kill  the  entire  bill 
unless  those  amendments  collectively  became 
a  substitute  for,  instead  of  additions  to,  the 
committee  bill. 

He  was  talking  about  amendments  of 
his  own — 

The  bill  would  be  entirely  killed. 

If  it  passes  both  branches  that  means 
that  the  bill  has  to  be  vetoed  before  it 
would  come  back  to  Congress  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  Congress  acting  upon  a  veto 
of  the  President.  In  this  case  he  went 
even  further  than  veto  and  said  it 
would  be  killed.  The  threat  of  veto  can 
be  direct  or  indirect. 

I  will  not  in  my  remarks  mention  the 
name  of  the  Republican  who  made  that 
speech,  but  his  remarks  will  be  found  in 
the  first  column  of  page,  6338  of  the 
Record  of  April  29. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Surely.  I  have 
a  few  others  here,  you  know. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  What  is  that? 


Mr.  McCORMACK.  I  have  a  few 
others. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  I  understand,  but  on 
the  railroad  retirement  bill  the  remarks 
to  which  the  gentleman  refers  were 
made  by  a  gentleman  on  our  side  who 
favored  the  substitute  against  the  com¬ 
mittee  bill.  If  there  could  be  any  danger 
of  a  veto  it  was  with  respect  to  the  sub¬ 
stitute  and  not  the  committee  bill.  If 
the  gentleman  would  read  all  the  re¬ 
marks  he  would  discover  that  the  gen¬ 
tleman  who  made  those  remarks  which 
the  gentleman  read  was  sppaking  about 
amendments  that  might  be  offered  to  the 
committee  bill  if  the  substitute  were  not 
adopted,  and  that  it  would  be  highly 
speculative  as  to  what  amendments  to 
the  committee  bill  might  have  been 
adopted.  He  refers  to  the  snarl  that 
would  ensue.  I  suggest  to  anyone 
looking  at  the  Record,  read  the  whole 
record  of  the  speech  made  by  the  gen¬ 
tleman  and  I  do  not  think  he  would 
reach  the  conclusion  that  there  was  any 
threat  of  a  veto. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  I  called  the  at¬ 
tention  of  the  gentleman  from  Indiana 
to  the  Record  the  other  day  and  gave 
him  advance  notice.  I  say  that  any¬ 
body  can  read  the  Record  and  form  his 
own  interpretation  of  just  what  was 
said. 

Mr.  POFF.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  I  did  not  even 
mention  the  gentleman’s  name. 

Mr.  POFF.  I  did  not  say  the  gentle¬ 
man  did,  but  I  asked  the  gentleman  if 
he  would  yield? 

"  Mr.  McCORMACK.  Certainly  I  yield. 

Mr.  POFF.  I  would  like  to  say  for  the 
benefit  of  the  membership,  especially  if 
they  will  read  the  page  of  the  Record 
to  which  the  majority  leader  has  re¬ 
ferred,  that  in  no  respect  did  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Virginia  intend  to  convey  the 
thought  that  a  veto  had  been  threatened 
or  possibly  would  be  threatened. 

What  the  gentleman  from  Virginia  in¬ 
tended  to  say  was  exactly  what  he  did 
say,  and  any  person  who  reads  those  re¬ 
marks  objectively  cannot  fail  to  agree 
that  I  had  reference  to  those  amend¬ 
ments  which  might  be  offered  and 
adopted  in  the  event  the  substitute  was 
not  previously  adopted,  and  unquestion¬ 
ably  if  such  amendments  had  been 
adopted  in  such  manner  the  bill  would 
have  been  killed  entirely. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  I  will  accept  the 
gentleman’s  clarification  and  apology. 

Npw,  in  relation  to  the  housing  bill, 
if  any  Members  are  interested  they  can 
obtain  the  Record  of  May  19  and  on 
page  7626  they  will  see  where  one  of 
my  dear  and  beloved  Republican  friends, 
one  whom  I  admire  very  very  much 
said : 

And  without  quoting  the  President,  let 
me  say  this:  X  am  convinced  in  my  own 
mind,  from  things  that  have  been  said  to 
me,  and  from  conversations  X  have  had  with 
others,  that  if  the  so-called  Rains  bill  is 
adopted  as  is,  with  a  public  housing  provi¬ 
sion  which  will  cost  some  $3.5  billion  over 
the  next  45  years,  the  bill  will  not  become 
law. 

If  Members  are  interested  to  go  back, 
let  them  get  the  Record  of  May  20  and 


look  at  page  7791 — and  again  notice  I 
do  not  mention  at  any  time  the  names 
of  any  of  my  Republican  colleagues  be¬ 
cause  I  respect  them  and  I  have  too 
much  decency  to  do  so.  They  will  find 
on  page  7791  a  statement  made  by  a 
distinguished  Member  of  this  body  close 
to  and  who  has  the  ear  of  the  President, 
in  which  he  said : 

I  do  not  believe  the  committee  bill  will 
ever  become  law. 

He  also  says: 

I  am  convinced  that  the  substitute  bill 
will  become  law  and  become  law  quickly. 

Well,  I  do  not  know  what  construction 
you  will  place  on  that,  but  clearly  that 
is  the  threat  of  a  veto. 

Again  we  come  to  the  Federal  airport 
bill,  and  if  any  Member  is  interested 
he  may  look  at  the  Record  of  March  19 
and  turn  to  page  4175  where  the  remarks 
of  one  of  my  Republican  friends  appears 
in  which  he  said: 

I  personally  am  convinced  that  the  com¬ 
mittee  bill  will  not  meet  with  the  Presi¬ 
dent’s  approval  and,  therefore,  cannot  be¬ 
come  law. 

I  think  I  am  capable  of  understand¬ 
ing  and  interpreting  language  and  words 
that  are  said.  I  just  simply  take  the 
floor  to  have  the  record  clear,  par¬ 
ticularly  when  my  dear  friend  and  Re¬ 
publican  leader  took  the  floor  and  said 
that  there  is  nothing  in  the  railroad  re¬ 
tirement  ^debate  to  that  effect.  I  have 
shown  what  was  in  there,  coming  from 
a  Republican  source. 

As  a  result  of  the  friendly  colloquy  we 
had  the  other  day  and  the  impersonal 
remarks  I  am  making  on  this  occasion,  I 
hope  that  on  any  bill  coming  up  in  the 
House  for  the  remainder  of  this  session 
and  for  the  next  session  we  will  not  from 
any  responsible  Member  on  the  Republi¬ 
can  side — and  they  are  all  responsible  in 
my  opinion — hear  the  threat  of  a  veto  in 
the  event  of  the  bill  before  the  House 
passing  the  House  and  being  enacted 
into  law  by  both  branches  and  going  to 
the  President. 

The  atmosphere  of  the  House  is  clari¬ 
fied  and  cleansed  to  that  extent. 

Mri  HALLECK.  Mr.  Speaker,  a -par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  view 
of  the  exchange  between  the  gentleman 
from  Virginia  [Mr.  Smith]  and  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Brown],  in  re¬ 
spect  to  remaining  speakers  and  the 
time  that  would  be  used,  and  in  view  of 
what  I  understood  to  be  the  statement  of 
the  gentleman  from  Ohio  that  he  would 
have  only  one  further  speaker  or  that 
he  did  not  have  any,  may  I  ask,  Is  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio  precluded  at  this 
point  from  yielding  to  me? 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  from 
Ohio  said,  as  the  Chair  understood  him, 
that  he  did  not  have  anyone  else  to  yield 
to.  Whether  he  said  “at  that  time’’  or 
not,  the  Chair  does  not  know. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  I  said  I  had  no 
requests  at  that  time. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  accepts 
what  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  states, 
and  if  the  gentleman  desires  to  yield, 
the  Chair  will  recognize  him  to  do  so. 
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Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  notwith¬ 
standing  any  other  statements  hereto¬ 
fore  made — and  I  do  not  remember  what 
they  were — that  the,  gentleman  from 
Ohio  [Mr.  Brown]  may  yield. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  has  just 
stated  that  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
may  yield  some  time. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  yield  the  remainder  of  the  time  on  this 
side  to  the  gentleman  from  Indiana  [Mr. 
Halleck] . 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Massachusetts  said  that  this 
was  all  friendly,  and  it  is. 

I  got  into  the  matter  the  other  day 
not  because  of  any  general  statements 
that  were  made,  although  I  might  have 
been  motivated  by  some  remarks  that 
were  made  and  because  some  pretty 
harsh  language  was  used  about  threats 
of  a  veto  and  attempts  to  blackmail  the 
Congress  and  intimidate  the  Congress.  I 
got  into  it  only  because  I  was  quite  sure 
that  no  threat  of  a  veto  had  been  made 
in  respect  to  the  railroad  retirement  bill, 
and  I  particularly  wanted  to  keep  that 
record  clear,  because  there  was  very 
definitely  an  implication,  if  not  a  direct 
statement,  that  a  determination  which 
had  been  made  to  veto  the  bill  was  sub¬ 
sequently  abandoned  because  there  were 
not  enough  votes  to  sustain  a  veto.  Not 
only  was  this  not  the  case,  but  as  I  point¬ 
ed  out  to  the  House  on  a  previous  occa¬ 
sion,  I  personally  told  the  President  that 
if  he  decided  to  veto  the  railroad  retire¬ 
ment  bill,  in  my  judgment,  there  were 
enough  votes  in  the  House  to  sustain 
such  a  veto. 

I  did  have  the  Record  checked.  The 
statement  to  which  the  majority  leader 
refers  came  from  the  gentleman  from 
Virginia,  and  if  you  will  read  it  all  you 
Will  see  he  was  for  the  substitute  bill  and 
he  wanted  it  adopted.  He  did  not  want 
the  committee  bill  adopted.  The  argu¬ 
ment  that  he  was  making  simply  was  “if 
you  do  not  accept  the  substitute,”  and,  of 
course,  we  did  adopt  the  substitute,  the 
Committee  immediately  rose,  and  that 
was  the  bill.  The  argument  he  made 
was — and  I  have  heard  it  made  by  many 
Members  here — that  if  you  started  with 
a  long  series  of  amendments  on  the  com¬ 
mittee  bill,  it  probably  would  wind  up 
in  a  snarl — and  I  think  he  used  the  word 
“snarl” — that  would  result  in  no  legis¬ 
lation  at  all.  Now,  I  did  not  read  any 
.  threat  of  a  veto,  and  the  gentleman 
from  Virginia  says  he  undertook  to  make 
no  threat  of  a  veto  because  he  wanted 
the  substitute  adopted  as  against  the 
committee  bill,  and  would  have  been  the 
last  person  in  the  world  to  suggest  the 
possibility  of  a  veto. 

Now,  in  respect  to  vetoes,  let  me  say 
that  once  upon  a  time  I  was  called  to  the 
White  House  by  a  former  President, 
along  with  other  leaders  here,  and  was 
told  directly  that  if  a  bill  was  passed 
here,  it  would  be  vetoed.  Now,  I  did  not 
resent  that.  I  think  it  is  important  that 
we  fully  understand  what  our  obliga¬ 
tion  is.  The  veto  is  provided  for.  in  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States.  It  is 
a  part  of  the  legislative  process.  It  is  a 
part  of  our  system  of  checks  and  bal¬ 


ances  that  has  worked  so  well  through¬ 
out  all  of  the  history  of  the  Republic. 

Now,  a  veto  can  be  overridden  by  a 
two-thirds  vote.  In  the  80th  Congress 
we  overrode  two  of  President  Truman’s 
vetoes,  the  Taft-Hartley  Act  and  the  tax 
reduction  bill,  and  we  did  not  have  too 
many  Members  then.  I  did  not  resent 
the  fact  that  those  bills  were  vetoed. 
That  was  the  President’s  right.  I  well 
recall  that  during  the  years  the  people 
on  the  right-hand  side  of  the  aisle  have 
presented  from  time  to  time  measures 
that  were  not  considered  proper  or  right 
by  the  administration.  Now,  I  do  not 
think  there  is  anything  wrong  about 
that.  I  do  not  believe  it  ought  to  be  a 
matter  of  dictation.  And,  may  I  say 
to  you  that  I  do  not  believe  the  veto 
should  be  used  just  to  be  vetoing  things, 
because  that  is  not  right.  It  ought  to  be 
used  as  sparingly  as  possible,  and  because 
it  ought  to  be  so  used  there  ought  to  be  a 
great  burden  on  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States  to  see  that  legislation  is 
kept  reasonably  in  line  so  that  it  will 
not  be  necessary  to  exercise  a  veto.  As 
a  matter  of  fact,  after  the  state  of  the 
Union  message  comes  down,  various 
other  messages  are  received  from  the 
President  of  the  United  States  and 
recommendations  are  made  by  the  de¬ 
partments  which  state  the  President’s 
position.  That  has  always  been  done. 
Certainly  that  carries  with  it,  I  suppose, 
some  implication  that  if  the  legislation  is 
passed  to  which  objection  is  made,  it  will 
not  be  satisfactory  an<J  the  veto  might 
be  exercised.  Well,  do  we  not  always 
legislate  in  the  light  of  that  indication 
of  the  position  of  the  Executive?  And, 
I  do  not  see  anything  wrong  about  that. 
I  would  say  certainly  no  threat  of  veto 
should  be  loosely  thrown  around  here  on 
the  floor  to  try  to  intimidate  anybody. 
It  is  the  job  of  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States  to  legislate  the  way  it  sees  fit,  and 
I  grant  that  to  the  majority  and  the 
minority  as  well.  But,  at  the  same  time, 
as  we  legislate,  since  we  must  recognize 
that  the  Chief  Executive  is  a  part  of  the 
legislative  process  under  the  Constitu¬ 
tion  of  the  United  States,  there  is  noth¬ 
ing  wrong  in  undertaking  to  find  out 
what  may  transpire.  As  far  as  our 
President  is  concerned,  he  has  never  an? 
nounced,  so  far  as  I  know,  a  definite 
commitment  as  to  what  he  would  do  in 
respect  to  a  veto,  and  I  think  that  is  the 
way  it  ought  to  be. 

Mr.  BROWN*  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HALLECK.  I  yield  to  the,  gentle¬ 
man  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  The  gentleman 
from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  McCormack], 
the  majority  leader,  in  referring  to  a 
statement  made  in  connection  with  the 
consideration  of  the  rule  on  the  housing 
bill,  I  think  was  quoting  from  that  which 
I  said.  Now,  the  gentleman  from  Massa¬ 
chusetts  is  noted  for  his  fairness  and  his 
impartiality,  and  I  am  sure  he  would  not 
want  to  give  the  wrong  impression  to 
the  House,  in  commenting  on  the  state¬ 
ment  I  made,  because  he  read  at  the  very 
beginning  where  I  stated  that  I  did  not 
speak  for  the  President  and  did  not  know 
what  action  would  be  taken,  but  from 


conversations  that  I  had  I  was  convinced 
that  this  bill  could  not  become  law,  that 
is,  the  housing  bill,  with  the  public  hous¬ 
ing  feature  in  it.  Now,  I  was  expressing 
my  own  conviction.  And,  when  we  reach 
the  point  in  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States  that  a  Member  elected  by  the 
people  cannot  rise  in  this  forum  and  ex¬ 
press  his  own  convictions  on  a  bill  with¬ 
out  having  them  misinterpreted,  we  have 
indeed  reached  a  sorry  and  a  sad  state. 
Now,  let  me  say  that  I  am  still  convinced 
and  I  still  have  the  conviction  that  the 
housing  bill  as  it  passed  the  House,  with 
the  public  housing  feature  in  it,  should 
be,  and  I  hope  will  be,  vetoed  by  the 
President  of  the  United  States. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Indiana  has  expired. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  move  the  previous  question  on  the  reso¬ 
lution. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  resolution. 

The  resolution  was  agi’eed  to. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  resolve  itself  into  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  for  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  7246)  to  amend  the 
Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended, 
the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938, 
as  amended,  and  Public  Law  74,  77th 
Congress,  as  amended. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  H.R.  7246,  with  Mr. 
Evins  in  the  Chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

By  unanimous  consent,  the  first  read¬ 
ing  of  the  bill  was  dispensed  with. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  8  minutes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  perhaps  every 
man  and  woman  in  this  House  realizes 
the  importance  of  the  subject  which  we 
are  now  about  to  discuss.  Our  Govern¬ 
ment  now  has  invested  in  wheat  approx¬ 
imately  $3  billion.  We  have  given  to  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  every  authority 
he  has  requested  us  to  confer  upon  him, 
and  we  have  given  him  all  the  money  and 
manpower  that  he  needs  to  dispose  of  our 
vast  stores  of  wheat  if,  indeed,  this  can  be 
done.  "We  have  authorized  him  to  sell 
this  wheat  for  dollars  in  the  markets  of 
the  world.  We  have  authorized  him  to 
sell  it  in  foreign  countries  for  foreign 
currencies.  We  have  authorized  him  to 
barter  it  away  in  exchange  for  strategic 
materials  needed  in  our  own  economy. 
And  we  have  authorized  him  to  give*  it 
away  to  needy  people  in  the  world.  And 
yet  our  problem  is  constantly  being  ag¬ 
gravated.  We  are  piling  surplus  upon 
surplus  and  there  seems  to  be  no  end  in 
sight. 

Unfortunately  the  Secretary  has  not 
been  able  to  sell  the  commodity  nor  has 
he  been  able  to  give  it  away  notwith¬ 
standing  the  fact  that  we  have  starva¬ 
tion  rampant  in  many  parts  of  the  free 
world.  We  seem  to  regard  starvation 
and  hunger  as  something  that  is  alien 
to  America  and  to  the  free  world,  some¬ 
thing  that  is  found  only  behind  the  Iron 
Curtain.  As  a  matter  of  fact  we  are  told 
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that  even  tonight  millions  of  people  on 
our  side  of  the  Iron  Curtain  are  going 
to  bed  hungry. 

We  have  encountered  a  multitude  of 
obstacles  in  the  carrying  out  of  this  pro¬ 
gram.  I  am  certainly  not  attaching  all 
of  the  blame  to  Mr.  Benson.  Several 
times  recently  the  President  of  the 
United  States  has  called  upon  Congress 
to  do  something  about  the  wheat  pro¬ 
gram.  As  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  I  appointed  a  very  diligent 
and  distinguished  subcommittee,  headed 
by  the  gentleman  from  Oklahoma  [Mr. 
Albert]  .  For  6  long  months,  from  Jan¬ 
uary  to  June,  this  subcommittee  of  ours 
has  worked  long,  hard,  and  faithfully, 
conducted  extensive  hearings  and  given 
consideration  to  every  proposition  that 
has  been  submitted  to  it.  Even  last  year 
the  gentleman  from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Al¬ 
bert]  led  the  subcommittee  and  they 
worked  at  that  time  in  an  effort  to  solve 
the  problems  that  are  involved  in  this 
great  program. 

The  President  in  one  of  his  messages— 
unfortunately  I  do  not  have  it  before 
me,  but  it  is  a  recent  message — pointed 
out  alternative  routes  which  we  might 
take  in  dealing  with  the  wheat  problem. 
One  route  would  permit  liberal  planting- 
privileges  with  lower  price  supports 
which  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
thinks  will  tend  to  decrease  production. 
That  is  one  road  that  the  President 
opened  up  as  a  possibility.  But  all  of  us 
who  have  been  in  Congress  and  have 
watched  these  programs  in  operation 
know  that  the  solution  to  the  wheat 
problem  will  not  be  found  merely  by  giv¬ 
ing  the  farmers  of  America  back  their 
freedom  to  plant  unlimited  acreage  of 
wheat,  nor  will  the  problem  be  solved 
by  lower  price  supports.  Invariably, 
when  farmers  have  been  given  lower 
price  supports  and  lower  prices  in  the 
marketplaces  they  have  increased  their 
volume  of  production,  thereby  aggra¬ 
vating  the  surplus  situation. 

We  hear  a  lot  of  talk  about  giving 
the  farmers  their  freedom.  I  look  for¬ 
ward  to  the  time  when  the  farmers  of 
America  can  go  forth  in  the  spring  and 
plant  freely  and  harvest  abundantly  and 
market  profitably.  But  I  know  that  free¬ 
dom  for  the  farmers  now  would  be  only 
freedom  to  bury  themselves  beneath  the 
huge  surpluses  that  have  already  been 
accumulated. 

Freedom  would  mean  only  freedom  to 
produce  themselves  into  bankruptcy. 
The  other  road  opened  up  to  us  by  the 
President  is  strict  control — regimenta¬ 
tion,  if  you  please.  And  he  suggests  that 
this  route  might  have  merit  in  making  an 
emergency  adjustment.  Now,  that  is 
what  we  have.  We  have  an  emergency 
and  we  need  to  make  an  emergency  ad¬ 
justment.  That  is  what  this  committee 
bill  does.  It  is  a  bill  that  will  be  in  op¬ 
eration  only  for  2  years.  It  does  provide 
strict  control.  But,  it  also  provides 
some  inducement,  which  might  persuade 
the  farmers  of  America  to  reduce  their 
acreage.  Without  going  into  the  de¬ 
tails,  I  do  commend  to  your  considera¬ 
tion  the  brief  statement  and  analysis 
contained  in  our  report.  I  hope  also 
that  every  Member  of  the  House  will  lis¬ 
ten  carefully  to  the  gentleman  from 


Oklahoma  [Mr.  Albert],  the  distin¬ 
guished  chairman  of  the  wheat  commit¬ 
tee  who  has  worked  so  long  and  so  hard 
trying  to  bring  before  this  House  legisla¬ 
tion  which  we  believe  will  do  the  job  that 
needs  to  be  done — to  do  the  job  that  must 
be  done  or  else  this  farm  program  will 
collapse  of  its  own  weight  and  plunge 
agriculture  and  the  Nation  into  an  eco¬ 
nomic  depression,  the  magnitude  of 
which  we  have  never  before  seen  in 
America. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

(Mr.  HOEVEN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  first  of 
all  let  me  pay  my  respects  to  my  very 
good  friends  and  colleagues,  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Albert]  and 
the  gentleman  from  Oklahoma  [Mr. 
Belcher],  who  have  worked  long  in  try¬ 
ing  to  help  solve  a  very  aggravating  situa¬ 
tion.  I  am  one  of  those  who  have  said 
I  do  not  think  there  is  a  real  solution  of 
the  wheat  surplus  problem.  So  we  enter 
this  debate  with  not  much  background 
except  realizing  that  we  do  have  a  prob¬ 
lem  and  we  have  been  groping  for  a  solu¬ 
tion.  I  have  here  an  item  from  the  ticker 
tape  as  follows :  . 

The  Agricultural  Department  today  esti¬ 
mated  the  1959  wheat  crop  will  total  1,181,- 
596,000  bushels. 

That  would  mean  a  carryover  of  from 
130  million  to  150  million  bushels. 

Following  that  announcement,  here  is 
another  item  from  the  ticker  tape  stat¬ 
ing  that  India  has  just  announced  their 
wheat  production  for  this  year  will  be 
much  higher  than  was  estimated.  So  this 
is  a  most  controversial  piece  of  legisla¬ 
tion.  The  minority  report  indicates  that 
this  is  controversial.  Of  the  12  minority 
members,  11  signed  the  minority  report 
in  one  form  or  another.  I  think  we  set 
up  two  criteria  in  trying  to  express  our 
views.  First,  that  any  new  legislation  in 
this  field  should  be  in  the  direction  of 
cutting  down  the  wheat  surplus  and,  sec¬ 
ondly,  the  proposed  new  program  should 
cost  less  than  the  present  program.  In 
the  estimation  and  in  the  judgment  of 
the  minority,  the  bill  before  us  does  not 
meet  either  one  of  these  standards. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield  for  a  ques¬ 
tion? 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  for  a  short  question. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  Does  the  re¬ 
port  of  the  majority  indicate  that  both 
of  those  requirements  have  been  met? 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Well,  that  would  natu¬ 
rally  follow.  That  is  why  we  are  in  dis¬ 
agreement. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  In  other 
words,  the  majority  felt  that  we  had  met 
both  requirements. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  I  am  talking  about  the 
minority  views. 

No  one  seems  to  be  for  this  bill.  The 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee,  my  very 
good  friend  the  gentleman  from  Okla¬ 
homa  [Mr.  Albert],  has  frankly  said 
publicly  that  he  does  not  think  this  is  a 
good  bill,  and  he  does  not  think  the 
wheat  farmers  are  going  to  approve  of 
it. 


There  is  no  clamor  for  this  legisla¬ 
tion;  there  is  no  one  standing  on  our 
doorsteps  insisting  that  we  enact  this 
legislation. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  My  friend  is  being  a 
little  liberal  in  his  interpretation  of  what 
I  said. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Did  the  gentle¬ 
man  say  there  was  somebody  clamoring 
to  the  committee  that  something  should 
be  done  with  the  wheat  surplus? 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Certainly  they  were 
clamoring  about  what  should  be  done 
with  the  wheat  surplus.  1 

Reference  has  been  made  here  to  the 
President’s  messages  to  the  Congress  on 
other  occasions,  and  that  is  true.  The 
President  realizes  that  we  have  a  very 
grave  situation  and  he  has  called  upon 
the  Congress  to  do  something  about  it. 
But  let  me  refer  to  the  last  message,  that 
of  May  13,  1959,  where  the  President 
said: 

I  have  frequently  requested  legislation  to 
deliver  our  farmers  and  taxpayers  every¬ 
where  from  the  mounting  '  failures  and 
staggering  excesses  of  the  mandatory  farm 
price  support  and  production  control  pro¬ 
gram.  Unless  this  pressing  issue  is  squarely 
met  and  resolutely  dealt  with,  the  next  few 
years  will  see  the  surplus  problem,  because 
of  its  staggering  cost  to  increasingly  frus¬ 
trated  and  impatient  taxpayers,  crash  of  its 
own  weight,  carrying  with  it  all  that  is 
sound  and  good  in  the  -support  of  agricul¬ 
ture  by  the  Federal  Government. 

So  in  creating  a  program  we  have  got 
to  meet  it  squarely  and  resolutely  and 
not  present  legislation  here  which  does 
not  meet  the  problem. 

The  farm  organizations  are  not 
clamoring  for  this  legislation,  with  one 
exception  I  believe.  The  American 
Farm  Bureau  is  not  for  this  legislation. 
I  do  not  find  the  Grange  very  vociferous. 
The  Farmers  Union  has  expressed  some 
interest  in  the  legislation. 

The  wheatgrowers  of  this  land  are 
not  clamoring  for  the  legislation.  They 
are  very  much  in  disagreement.  They 
cannot  agree  amongst  themselves.  And 
so  we  are  considering  a  bill  which  is 
being  presented  because  a  request  has 
been  made  that  the  Congress  do  some¬ 
thing  about  it. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  wheat  problem 
facing  us  today  is  one  of  tremendous 
magnitude.  The  President  has  empha¬ 
sized  its  gravity.  Our  present  carryover 
of  wheat  is  approximately.  1.3  billion 
bushels.  This  huge  wheat  carryover  will 
rise  to  almost  1.5  billion  bushels  by  June 
30,  1960.  This  gigantic  surplus  is  about 
three  times  greater  than  the  annual  U.S. 
consumption  as  food.  By  June  30  of 
next  year  the  total  CCC  investment  in 
wheat  will  be  about  $3.5  billion.  It  is 
estimated  that  we  are  now  spending' 
nearly  $400  million  in  fiscal  1959  on 
storage,  interest,  and  transportation 
costs  for  wheat  alone— over  a  million 
dollars  a  day.  Unless  something  is  done, 
we  will  spend  almost  half  a  billion  dol¬ 
lars  on  wheat  storage,  interest,  and 
transportation  in  fiscal  1960.  During 
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the  fiscal  years  1954-58,  the  next  realized 
cost  for  wheat  amounted  to  over  $21/2 
billion.  This  is  about  30  percent  of  the 
cost  for  all  commodities  although  wheat 
represents  only  6  percent  of  cash  re¬ 
ceipts  from  sales  of  all  agricultural 
products.  If  no  change  is  made  in  the 
present  program,  these  high  costs  and 
added  surplus — at  a  rate  of  about  200 
million  bushels  per  year — can  be  ex¬ 
pected  to  continue. 

Under  present  law,  if  marketing 
quotas  are  approved  in  the  national 
referendum,  price  support  on  wheat  will 
be  made  available  in  1960  to  coopera¬ 
tors — that  is,  those  farmers  who  stay 
within  their  assigned  acreage — at  not 
more  than  90  percent  of  parity  nor  less 
than  75  percent  or  parity,  according  to 
the  relationship  of  the  total  supply  of 
wheat  to  the  normal  supply.  If  pro¬ 
ducers  turn  down  marketing  quotas,  the 
level  of  support  drops  to  50  percent  of 
parity.  In  States  outside  the  com¬ 
mercial  wheat-producing  areas,  the  level 
of  support  for  cooperators  is  75  percent 
of  the  level  to  cooperators  in  the  com¬ 
mercial  area.  The  current  level  of  sup¬ 
port  in  the  commercial  area  is  75  per¬ 
cent  of  the  July  1,  1958,  parity  or  $1.81 
per  bushel.  Next  year  it  will  be  about 
$1.78  per  bushel.  The  minimum  na¬ 
tional  acreage  allotment  is  established 
at  55  million  acres  under  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended.  There  are  two  exemptions  in 
the  present  law.  The  first  is  a  market¬ 
ing  quota  of  15  acres  and  the  second  is 
a  wheat-for-feed  exemption  of  30  acres. 
The  owners  and  operators  on  farms 
which  are  under  these  exemptions  are 
not  eligible  to  vote  in  the  national  refer¬ 
endum.  The  penalty  for  overplanting 
at  present  is  based  on  the  normal  yield 
-of  the  farm  marketing  excess  times  45 
percent  of  parity. 

In  order  for  us  to  begin  to  solve,  the 
wheat  problem,  three  criteria  must  be 
met.  First,  will  the  proposed  legislation 
reduce  the  surplus?  Second,  will  it  cost 
less  than  the  present  program?  And 
third,  will  it  be  of  ultimate  benefit  to 
farmers? 

I  contend  that  H.R.  7246  fails  to  meet 
these  essential  criteria  and  therefore  it 
should  be  defeated.  If  I  may,  I  would 
like  to  examine  this  bill  on  the  basis  of  its 
effectiveness,  its  cost,  and  its  ultimate 
harm  to  farmers. 

This  bill  has  come  to  us  today  with  very 
little,  if  any,  enthusiastic  support.  There 
is  no  clamor  for  its  enactment.  Just 
about  everybody  can  find  some  basis  to 
oppose  it.  It  is  not  a  solution  for  either 
the  farmer  or  the  taxpayer. 

In  the  first  place,  the  bill  is  not  effec¬ 
tive.  It  attempts  to  decrease  the  pro¬ 
duction  of  wheat  by  cutting  back  on  the 
acreage  wheat  farmers  are  allowed  to 
grow.  Our  agricultural  history  points 
out  most  clearly  that  a  cut  in  acreage 
simply  does  not  restilt  in  a  proportionate 
cut  in  production.  Even  the  most  opti¬ 
mistic  proponents  of  this  bill  contend 
that  a  25  percent  cut  in  acreage  would 
result  in  only  a  20  percent  cut  in  produc¬ 
tion.  The  Department  of  Agriculture 
conservatively  estimates  the  reduction  in 
wheat  output  would  probably  be  less  than 
15  percent.  Other  experts  predict  only 


a  7  percent  cut  in  wheat  output  under 
this  bill.  Of  course,  no  one  knows  what 
the  reduced  output  would  be.  A  change 
in  the  weather  could  make  any  of  these 
expert  estimators  look  extremely  wise  or 
extremely  foolish.  However,  common- 
sense  and  experience  should  tell  us  that 
when  you  raise  the  support  price — and 
this  bill  raises  the  support  price  to  90 
percent  of  parity — that  you  are  creating 
an  incentive  price  which  encourages  the 
flow  of  new  capital  and  stimulates  new 
technology  in  the  art  and  science  of  rais¬ 
ing  wheat.  At  $2.13  per  bushel,  which  is 
90  percent  of  parity,  every  farmer  who  is 
eligible  to  do  so  will  raise  all  the  wheat 
he  can.  Farmers  are  the  shrewdest  busi¬ 
ness  men  in  the  world,  bar  none.  Their 
outstanding  record  of  production  proves 
it.  Under  this  bill  the  acreage  left  in 
wheat  production  will  be  that  of  above 
average  potential.  Farmers  will  not  cut 
their  best  acreage.  Under  the  high  rigid 
support  price,  farmers  will  strive  for 
higher  per  acre  yields.  We  have  already 
seen  dramatic  results'  in  this  area.  In 
1938  the  average  yield  per  acre  of  wheat 
was  13.3  bushels.  The  yield  per  acre  dur¬ 
ing  each  of  the  10  years  1947  to  1956  aver¬ 
aged  17.7  bushels.  In  1957  it  was  21.7 
bushels  per  acre  and  in  1958  it  was  27.3 
bushels  per  acre.  It  is  quite  true  that 
1958  was  an  exceptional  year  for  wheat 
production,  but  it  can  be  readily  seen 
that  the  upward  trend  in  yields  is  steady. 

There  are  some  scientific  explorations 
going  on  that  will  go  beyond  that  figure. 
Can  you  imagine  what  kind  of  a  wheat 
surplus  we  will  have  when  we  get  into 
that  kind  of  production  and  it  is  dis¬ 
closed  that  farmers  through  their  ini¬ 
tiative  and  through  their  know-how  can 
produce  more  wheat  on  less  acres  than 
ever  before? 

Mr.  AVERY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Kansas. 

Mr.  AVERY.  The  gentleman  from 
Ohio  is  discusing  one  of  the  key  points 
of  this  bill,  and  I  think  maybe  we  ought 
to  elaborate  upon  that  at  this  time. 
Overall  we  are  providing  here  an  option 
to  decrease  the  wheat  acreage  by  25  per¬ 
cent.  Did  I  understand  the  gentleman 
to  say  that  despite  that  25  percent  pro¬ 
posed  reduction  it  was  the  opinion  of 
the  committee  or  possibly  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  that  actually  we  may  have  as 
much  as  a  20  percent  reduction  under 
comparable  conditions  in  1960? 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Twenty  percent,  and 
some  estimate  it  might  be  less  than  that. 

Mr.  AVERY.  That  is  the  important 
thing.  To  me  that  is  an  extremely  op¬ 
timistic  figure.  If  by  a  reduction  of 
25  percent  we  can  get  production  of  20 
percent,  I  could  generate  a  little  en¬ 
thusiasm  about  this  bill,  but  it  is  my 
opinion  we  ought  to  be  talking  about  10 
percent. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  There  are  many  ex¬ 
perts  who  predict  only  7  percent. 

Mr.  AVERY.  Did  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  offer  a  suggested  actual 
realized  reduction  in  wheat  produc¬ 
tion?  / 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  We  have  information 
on  that,  and  when  I  conclude  my  state¬ 
ment  the  gentleman  from  Oklahoma 
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[Mr.  Belcher],  will  take  care  of  the  de¬ 
tails. 

Mr.  AVERY.  I  appreciate  the  gen¬ 
tleman  yielding. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Now,  if  I  may  con¬ 
tinue,  our  wheat  scientists  have  been 
instrumental  in  these  increased  yields 
and  they  are  now  experimenting  with  a 
variety  of  wheat  which  has  yielded  up  to 
100  bushels  per  acre.  Some  varieties 
yielding  up  to  60  bushels  per  acre  are 
now  being  used.  With  the  incentive 
level  that  this  bill  provides,  who  is  to 
say  that  these  new  varieties  will  not  be 
used.  It  is  true  we  had  some  testimony 
to  that  effect  in  the  hearings,  byt  these 
dynamic  varieties  of  wheat  could  very 
easily  appear  sooner  than  some  people 
might  think.  Another  factor  which  can 
disrupt  the  efforts  of  H.R.  7246  to  cut 
production  of  wheat  is  increased  irriga¬ 
tion  in  dry  lands  where  wheat  yields 
can  be  doubled  and  tripled  when  water 
is  added  to  the  soil.  And  let  us  not  for¬ 
get  the  increased  use  of  fertilizer.  On 
page  10  of  the  hearings  held  by  the 
Wheat  Subcommittee,  Dr.  Reitz,  of  the 
Agricultural  Research  Service  com¬ 
mented  on  the  use  of  wheat  fertilizer  as 
follows: 

There  has  been  during  the  last  several 
years  a  considerable  increase  in  use  of  fer¬ 
tilizer  on  wheat.  This  has,  according  to 
some  experts,  about  reached  a  saturation 
point  for  many  of  the  major  areas.  One  of 
the  limitations  in  further  use  of  fertilizer 
is  the  inability  of  present  varieties  to  re¬ 
spond  favorably  to  higher  rates  of  fertil¬ 
ization.  There  are  some  prospects  in  the 
future  for  this  limitation  in  varieties  to  be 
removed  with  the  expectation  that  fertilizer 
response  might  then  be  greater  than  it  has 
been. 

In  other  words,  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
potential  for  increased  fertilization  is  a 
real  and  significant  factor  and  cannot 
be  lightly  dismissed. 

There  are  several  other  facets  of  this 
legislation  which  make  it  ineffective. 
These  unsound  and  unfair  provisions  in¬ 
clude  the  section  on  payments  in  kind, 
which  in  my  judgment,  is  administra¬ 
tively  impossible,  and  the  section  dealing 
with  the  right  to  vote  in  the  national 
referendum.  I  am  sure  that  these  and 
other  defects  will  be  thoroughly  dis¬ 
cussed  during  this  debate  by  the  distin¬ 
guished  Members  of  the  minority,  so  I 
will  not  go  into  each  of  them.  I  would, 
however,  like  to  draw  to  the  attention 
of  my  colleagues  the  effect  that  this  bill 
will  have  on  America’s  most  important 
crop,  corn.  H.R.  7246  purports  to  con¬ 
trol  the  acreage  diverted  from  wheat 
under  the  required  25 -percent  acreage 
allotment  cut.  Some  persons  erroneous¬ 
ly  describe  this  provision  in  the  bill  as 
cross-compliance. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  is  neither  cross¬ 
compliance  nor  effective  control  of  these 
diverted  wheat  acres  in  H.R.  7246.  If 
this  bill  is  passed,  we  will  simply  be 
replacing  wheat  acreage  with  corn  and 
feed  grains.  The  only  sanction  or 
method  in  this  bill  for  preventing  a 
wheat  farmer  from  raising  all  the  corn 
or  other  price-supported  crop  is  to  deny 
him  price  support  on  his  wheat.  If  he 
plants  a  price-supported  crop,  he  would 
not  even  lose  his  price  support  on  that 
price-supported  crop.  This  loophole  is 
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a  serious  one,  Mr.  Chairman.  It  is  espe¬ 
cially  dramatic  when  we  consider  the 
effect  of  the  recent  $50,000  limitation  on 
CCC  loans  adopted  by  the  House.  The 
big  wheat  farmer  is  not  going  to  comply 
with  this  provision  of  the  bill.  He  is 
going  to  pass  up  the  price-support  loan 
on  his  wheat  and  sell  his  wheat  in  the 
open  market  which  will  be  at  a  high  level 
because  of  the  90  percent  of  parity  sup¬ 
port  price.  The  market  price  would 
probably  be  around  95  percent  of  parity, 
because  CCC  cannot  release  its  stocks 
for  less  than  5  percent  above  the  current 
support  price  plus  reasonable  carrying 
charges.  The  final  result  would  be 
many  more  acres  of  corn  and  feed  grains 
would  be  harvested  at  a  time  when  our 
feed  grain  stocks  are  in  substantial  sur¬ 
plus  and  we  are  facing  the  prospect  of 
a  4-billion  bushel  corn  crop  in  1959. 

In  short,  this  bill  just  will  not  do  the 
necessary  job.  By  trying  to  travel  in  too 
many  directions  at  the  same  time,  this 
legislation  is  self-defeating.  The  bill 
fails  miserably  to  meet  the  first  criterion. 
Will  it  reduce  surpluses?  No. 

The  second  issue  of  this  bill  is  cost. 
The  advocates  of  the  bill  claim  it  will 
save  $264  million  a  year.  As  pointed  out 
in  the  minority  report,  we  feel  it  will 
cost  an  additional  $110  million  in  the 
first  year  alone.  We  obtained  our  esti¬ 
mate  from  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture.  I  understand  the  proponents  of 
this  bill  obtained  their  estimate  from  the 
Library  of  Congress.  Perhaps  this  ac¬ 
counts  for  the  discrepency.  Personally, 
I  feel  that  the  professional  and  technical 
experts  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
are  better  qualified  and  have  broader  ex¬ 
perience  than  that  enjoyed  by  the  per¬ 
sonnel  of  any  other  agency  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment,  bar  none.  I  have  the  utmost 
respect  and  confidence  in  the  ability  of 
these  dedicated  servants  of  agriculture 
and  the  Nation  and  I  will  stand  by  them 
in  their  honest  estimate  of  the  cost  of 
this  legislation. 

Mr.  Chairman,  here  is  why  this  bill 
will  cost  at  least  $110  million  a  year  more 
than  the  present  wheat  program: 

First.  The  United  States  pays  an  ex¬ 
port  subsidy  on  every  bushel  of  wheat 
that  is  sent  overseas.  This  export  sub¬ 
sidy  represents  the  difference  between 
the  world  price  and  the  market  price  and 
at  present  is  being  paid  in  kind  in  wheat. 
As  the  support  price  rises,  the  market 
price  rises.  The  increase  in  the  export 
subsidy  under  H.R.  7246  would  be  about 
$200  million.  With  the  reduced  produc¬ 
tion,  it  is  likely  that  the  export  subsidy 
would  average  about  45  cents  a  bushel 
higher  than  in  1958-59.  On  the  basis  of 
exports  of  450  million  bushels,  this 
would  amount  to  about  $200  million. 

Second.  H.R.  7246  calls  for  payments- 
in-kind  in  wheat  to  farmers  who  cut 
down  their  wheat  acreage  by  25  percent. 
There  is  a  cost  here,  first  in  the  value 
of  the  wheat  given  away  by  CCC  and 
second  in  administrative  expenses  inci¬ 
dental  to  such  a  program.  The  pay¬ 
ment-in-kind  program  based  on  one- 
third  the  normal  yield  on  1214  million 
acres  would  mean  the  distribution  of 
about  85.3  million  bushels.  These  bush¬ 
els  will  be  sold  in  the  free  market  and 
an  equivalent  amount  will  be  acquired 


by  the  CCC  at  the  support  rate  of  $2.13 
a  bushel.  This  will  increase  costs  by 
about  $180  million. 

Third.  The  previous  costs  incurred 
would  be  offset  to  some  extent  by  de¬ 
creased  production  of  wheat.  It  is  esti¬ 
mated  that  under  this  proposal  produc¬ 
tion  will  decrease  by  150  million  bushels. 
If  we  assume  that  the  support  price  in 
the  absence  of  this  legislation  would  be 
$1.80,  the  decreased  cost  will  be  $270 
million. 

Thus  when  we  add  the  increased  export 
subsidy  of  $200  million  plus  the  cost  of 
payment-in-kind  of  $130  million,  we  ar¬ 
rive  at  a  gross  cost  of  $380  million.  After 
subtracting  the  estimated  savings  of 
$270  million  due  to  decreased  production, 
the  taxpayer  is  left  holding  the  bag  for 
at  least  another  $110  million.  Since  the 
parity  formula  is  expected  to  rise,  this 
cost  would  be  even  higher  in  the  second 
year. 

Fourth.  Just  under  the  previous  items, 
the  increase  in  the  costs  would  be  about 
$110  million.  In  addition,  there  will  be 
increased  costs  of  an  unknown  quan¬ 
tity — possibly  $30  million — due  to  the 
diversion  of  about  114  million  acres  of 
crops  which  would  have  been  in  wheat 
under  the  15-acre  exemption  or  other 
overplanting  which  will  be  diverted  to 
other  crops. 

There  are  two  main  areas  of  cost  where 
we  disagree  with  the  proponents  of  this 
bill.  Advocates  of  this  legislation  are 
first  of  all  assuming  a  greater  cut  in 
wheat  production  than  seems  probable. 
Second,  they  are  placing  a  much  lower 
value  of  the  payments  in  kind.  Per¬ 
sonally,  I  feel  that  the  Department’s 
analysis  is  sound.  It  has  been  made  by 
people  who  are  qualified  to  do  so.  In 
short,  this  bill  again  fails  to  meet  the 
second  necessary  criterion.  Will  it  re¬ 
duce  costs?  No. 

The  last,  and  most  certainly  not  the 
least,  standard  we  should  examine  is  the 
effect  of  this  bill  on  the  wheat  farmer. 
Is  it  good  for  him?  If  90  percent  of 
parity  is  good  for  the  wheat  farmer,  why 
is  it  not  good  for  the  tobacco  farmer? 
Just  a  few  short  hours  ago  we  listened 
to  some  of  the  same  people  who  are  advo¬ 
cating  this  legislation  ask  the  House 
to  abandon  90  percent  of  parity  for  to¬ 
bacco  by  creating,  for  all  practical  pur¬ 
poses,  a  5-year  ceiling  price  on  tobacco 
price  supports.  The  tobacco  farmer  is 
losing  exports  and  he  is  facing  another 
acreage  cut  under  90  percent  of  parity. 
Now  we  are  told  that  the  same  bitter 
medicine  should  be  applied  to  wheat 
farmers.  How  inconsistent  can  you  get? 
In  summary,  Mr.  Speaker,  H.R.  7246 
should  be  defeated  because  it  fails  to 
meet  squarely  and  forthrightly  the  prob¬ 
lem  we  are  facing.  It  does  not  alleviate 
surpluses,  it  does  not  reduce  costs  and  it 
is  not  in  the  long-range  interest  of  the 
wheat  farmer  or  of  all  agriculture. 
H.R.  7246  should  be  defeated. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
7  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Kansas 
[Mr.  Breeding]  . 

Mr.  BREEDING.  Mr.  Chairman,  when 
I  think  of  wheat,  I  think  of  a  lifetime  of 
wheat  production.  When  I  first  started 
hauling  bundles  of  wheat  with  a  team  of 
horses  to  a  threshing  machine  in  1915,  of 


the  tending  and  preparation  of  land  with 
horses  and  horse-drawn  machinery,  I 
think  of  the  First  World  War  when  I  was 
too  young  to  enter  the  service  and  I  re¬ 
member  how  the  farmers  of  America 
were  called  upon  to  produce  wheat  and 
more  wheat  to  feed  ourselves  and  our 
allies. 

I  remember  the  twenties  and  the  de¬ 
pression  and  loss  of  prices  which  we  suf¬ 
fered  in  the  early  twenties.  Then  I  too 
remember  the  good  years  of  the  twenties 
and  then  the  collapse  of  our  stock  mar¬ 
ket  in  the  fall  of  1929.  I  also  vividly  re¬ 
call  the  year  of  1931,  when  we  were  do¬ 
ing  most  of  the  farming  with  modern 
machinery.  Machinery  that  was  bought 
on  the  basis  of  $1  per  bushel  of  wheat  and 
wheat  at  that  time  selling  for  as  low  as 
21  cents  per  bushel. 

I  remember  very  well  the  beginning  of 
the  farm  programs  and  the  saving  of 
many  farmers  from  complete  bank¬ 
ruptcy.  Then  too,  about  this  time  be¬ 
gan  the  drought  years  and  no  production, 
and  7  long  years  of  no  production  even 
though  the  prices  had  become  much  bet¬ 
ter.  I  remember  trying  to  raise  my  fam¬ 
ily  of  two  sons  and  I  had  to  do  every¬ 
thing  in  the  way  of  employment  in  order 
to  find  enough  money  to  buy  groceries  to 
feed  that  family.  Most  of  the  farmers 
in  my  county  went  broke  in  the  1930’s 
and  had  to  leave  and  go  to  a  city  or  some¬ 
where  where  they  could  get  groceries  to 
feed  the  family.  Too,  I  recall  the  clouds 
of  dust  that  filled  the  skies  for  days  at  a 
time.  No  livestock  was  left.  There  were 
no  crops. 

Then  later  in  1940  the  rains  came,  and 
close  following  came  the  last  World  War. 
The  country  that  for  many  long  years 
had  been  a  desert  now  had  turned  into 
the  garden  spot  of  the  world.  Every*^ 
thing  that  was  planted  in  the  soil  yielded 
a  return  in  crops  of  some  nature. 

I  remember  well  when  the  call  to  arms 
to  defend  the  freedom-loving  countries 
of  this  earth'  was  announced,  and  in  the 
following  2  years  16  young  men  left  my 
ranch  in  Morton  County,  Kans.,  and 
went  into  the  armed  services,  including 
my  own  2  sons. 

I  remember  well  when  Mrs.  Breeding 
and  I  talked  it  all  over  and  decided  that 
we  were  not  doing  enough  to  help  win 
the  war,  and  in  1943  we  went  to  our 
draft  board  and  volunteered  both  our 
services  for  the  Army.  And  do  you 
know  what  the  draft  board's  answer 
was?  “Go  on  back  home,  Mr.  and  Mrs. 
Breeding,  and  grow  wheat.  This  world 
needs  more  wheat  and  you  can  do  more 
to  help  win  this  war  growing  wheat  than 
anything  else.”  So  we  did,  and  because 
of  the  shortage  of  labor  we  had  to  use 
every  imaginary  device  we  could  think 
of  to  help  produce.  Therefore,  because 
of  necessity,  we  learned  how  to  produce 
more  with  less  help.  We  began  to  use 
more  modern  and  up-to-date  inventions 
and  machinery.  Prices  were  good,  the 
costs  of  operation  were  moderate,  taxes 
were  not  nearly  as  high  as  now,  and 
profits  were  good. 

Today,  since  the  Korean  war,  things 
have  changed.  Costs  of  production  have 
gotten  higher  and  higher.  Prices  of 
equipment  have  skyrocketed  until  today 
the  prices  of  machinery  are  nearly  twice 
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as  high  as  at  the  close  of  the  Korean 
war,  and  wheat  is  cheaper. 

The  lessons  that  we  learned  because 
of  war  production  have  now  made  farm¬ 
ing  so  efficient  that  we  can  produce  more 
per  man  than  ever  before  in  history.  We 
have  continued  to  store  our  excess  pro¬ 
duction  in  warehouses  financed  by  CCC  * 
until  the  whole  farm  program  is  doomed 
to  collapse  unless  we  do  something  to 
either  find  new  uses  and  more  uses  of 
our  excess.  I  am  sure  that  we  cannot 
afford  to  completely  abolish  our  farm 
program,  or  many  of  our  farmers  will 
face  bankruptcy.  I  am  sure  that  more 
production  at  cheaper  prices  is  not  the 
answer. 

I  really  believe  that  this  bill,  with 
tighter  controls  and  increased  price,  will 
come  nearer  to  solving  our  problems. 

I  doubt  that  many  farmers,  if  left  to 
choose  between  this  bill  and  the  present 
law,  would  choose  this  bill  over  the  pres¬ 
ent  law  of  75  percent  of  parity  and  55 
million  acres,  but  I  also  believe  if  they 
will  stop  to  think,  most  of  them  will  go 
along  with  this  bill  of  lesser  production 
if  they  can  hold  their  income  near  its 
present  level  which  this  bill  will  do  if 
adopted  without  any  crippling  amend¬ 
ments.  It  seems  to  me  that  in  this  bill 
the  farmer  is  sacrificing  part  of  his  farm 
for  2  years — which  no  farmer  wants  to 
do — to  help  right  a  serious  situation. 

It  also  seems  to  me  that  the  taxpayer 
of  America  is  the  one  who  profits  most 
by  this  measure,  since  it  saves  $528  mil¬ 
lion  in  2  years  time. 

I  would  like  to  remind  the  Members 
in  this  Congress  who  represent  industry 
and  labor  that  farmers  are  important 
customers  of  theirs;  that  farmers  and 
ranchers  are  among  their  biggest  cus¬ 
tomers  today.  For  example : 

There  are  12  million  tractors,  cars, 
and  trucks  on  the  U.S.  farms.  Agricul¬ 
ture  buys  more  petroleum  than  any  other 
industry. 

Farmers  provide  a  market  for  6V2  mil¬ 
lion  tons  of  finished  steel  annually. 

Rubber  used  on  the  farms  of  America 
would  put  tires  on  nearly  6  million  auto¬ 
mobiles  annually. 

Sixteen  percent  of  the  gross  freight 
revenue  is  from  agricultural  products. 

Agriculture  consumes  50  million  tons 
of  chemicals  each  year. 

Agriculture  uses  more  electric  power 
than  Chicago,  Detroit,  Houston,  Balti¬ 
more,  and  Boston  combined. 

About  10  million  persons  actually  work 
on  the  farms  of  America. 

In  the  total  agriculture  economy,  about 
25  million  workers  are  gainfully  em¬ 
ployed.  Thus,  approximately  40  percent 
of  our  gainfully  employed  are  involved 
in  the  production  and  distribution  of 
food  and  fiber  from  the  farms  of 
America.  Therefore,  Mr.  Chairman,  if 
agriculture  is  placed  in  a  bankrupt  posi¬ 
tion  it  will  certainly  affect  the  prosperity 
of  industry  and  labor  as  well. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  Members,  I  ask 
you  to  give  this  measure  serious  con¬ 
sideration. 

Mr.  AVERY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BREEDING.  I  yield. 


Mr.  AVERY.  I  would  like  to  compli¬ 
ment  my  colleague  from  Kansas  on  the 
statement  he  has  made  this  afternoon. 
In  fact,  the  gentleman  himself  is  en¬ 
tirely  too  modest.  He  is  one  of  the  most 
successful  wheat  farmers  in  Kansas,  and 
I  know  of  no  other  farmer  in  Kansas 
who  endured  greater  hardship  during 
the  drought  in  the  thirties  than  did  the 
gentleman  in  the  well  addressing  the 
Committee. 

I  am  particularly  glad  that  he  called 
the  attention  of  the  Committee  to  the 
impact  of  World  War  H  and  the  Korean 
war  on  the  wheat  industry. 

The  reason  I  make  that  observation  is 
because  I  was  amazed  at  the  committee 
report.  It  goes  to  great  length  to  try  and 
make  a  comparison,  not  a  very  convinc¬ 
ing  comparison,  but  it  goes  to  consider¬ 
able  effort  to  make  a  comparison  of  the 
wheat  industry  since  1952  and  the  con¬ 
dition  of  that  industry  for  6  or  8  years 
prior  to  1952,  not  taking  account  of  the 
impact  of  World  War  n  or  the  impact 
of  the  abnormal  demand  for  wheat  not 
only  in  the  United  States  but  all  over 
the  world,  when  the  United  States  was 
about  the  only  country  that  was  in  ex¬ 
tensive  wheat  production. 

Mr.  BREEDING.  I  want  to  thank  the 
"distinguished  gentleman  from  Kansas 
and  my  colleague  for  his  kind  remarks. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
but  one  further  speaker  this  afternoon. 

I  now  yield  5  minutes  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Gaxhings]. 

(Mr.  GATHINGS  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks  ) 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
Subcommittee  on  Wheat,  headed  by  the 
distinguished  gentleman  from  Oklahoma 
[Mr.  Albert]  has  done  a  superb  job. 
They  worked  long  hours  over  many 
weeks’  duration  to  bring  this  badly 
‘  needed  legislation  to  the  floor  of  the 
House.  They  realized  that  the  need  for 
corrective  legislation  in  wheat  was  crit¬ 
ical.  They  realized  that  something  must 
be  done  to  reduce  the  large  surplus  in 
the  warehouses  of  the  Nation  and  by  so 
doing  cut  back  on  the  excessive  cost 
outlays  for  storage. 

The  objectives  of  this  legislation  are 
twofold:  First,  to  reduce  production  be¬ 
yond  the  requirements  of  the  domestic 
economy  and  for  the  export  trade,  and. 
second,  to  save  money  on  storage  charges. 
In  bringing  this  bill  here  today  it  marks 
a  new  era  in  dealing  with  the  urgent 
need  for  a  sound  long-range  wheat  pro¬ 
gram.  This  bill  is  stopgap  legislation 
for  a  2 -year  period  only.  The  bill  dras¬ 
tically  reduces  acreage  of  all  size  wheat 
farmers — cutting  allotments  by  25  per¬ 
cent  effective  with  the  1960  crop  year. 
The  wheat  farmer’s  acreage  had  previ¬ 
ously  been  reduced  to  a  considerable  ex¬ 
tent.  He  is  being  called  upon  to  tighten 
his  belt  and  try  and  make  ends  meet  with 
a  one-fourth  less  acreage.  The  15-acre 
wheat  man  is  reduced  to  12,  or  the  high¬ 
est  planted  acreage  on  the  farm  in  the 
immediate  past  3  years,  whichever  is 
lower.  That  small  wheat  grower  is  tak¬ 
ing  a  tremendous  reduction  as  his  con¬ 
tribution  to  the  solving  of  this  difficult 
problem. 
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The  committee  will  provides  for  90 
percent  of  parity  support  for  wheat  in 
the  crop  years  of  1960  and  1961.  It  is 
necessary  that  the  farmer  be  given  the 
90-percent  support  level  for  his  wheat 
in  order  to  meet  the  excessive  production 
costs,  as  well  as  fixed  charges  which  in¬ 
cludes  taxes,  interest,  and  so  forth,  and 
in  many  instances  back  debts.  The  ex¬ 
cessive  cutback  in  his  acreage  would 
mean  a  considerable  reduction  in  pro¬ 
duction  on  the  farm.  To  keep  supplies 
in  line  with  demand  is  the  basic  principle 
upon  which  the  farm  program  was  orig¬ 
inally  inaugurated.  In  taking  these  large 
acreage  reductions,  the  farmer  in  turn 
was  to  receive  at  least  a  fair  price  for  the 
commodity  or  commodities  grown  by 
him ;  that  is,  a  fair  price  in  keeping  with 
the  things  that  he  has  to  buy  that  are 
essential  in  the  cultivation  and  harvest 
of  his  crop. 

There  are  those  who  do  not  agree  with 
the  concept  upon  which  the  farm  pro¬ 
gram  had  its  inception.  They  contend 
that  what  needs  to  be  done  is  to  con¬ 
sistently  cut  back  all  support  levels  and 
by  doing  so  the  farmer  would  be  dis¬ 
couraged  to  grow  large  quantities  of 
commodities  and  in  that  way — accord¬ 
ing  to  this  line  of  thinking — there 
would  be  less  surplus  of  farm  commodi¬ 
ties.  They  contend  that  the  farmer 
would  be  growing  for  consumption  and 
not  for  placing  the  commodities  in  the 
Government  loan.  This  theory  has  not 
worked  and  will  not  work;  the  reason 
being  that  the  farmer,  by  being  given  less 
price  support  and,  as  a  result,  less  price 
for  his  commodities,  has  set  to  work  to 
increase  his  yield.  He  would  do  that  in 
order  to  pay  his  debts  and  excessive  pro¬ 
duction  costs.  The  Belcher  substitute 
is  based  on  this  same  theory— reduce  the 
price  to  the  farmer  and  all  of  our  prob¬ 
lems  will  be  settled.  The  Belcher  sub¬ 
stitute  should  be  defeated.  It  provides 
for  a  vote  by  all  wheat  farmers  and  com¬ 
pletely  eliminates  the  15-acre  provision 
of  the  present  law.  That  is  to  say  that 
you  have  to  have  an  allotment  before  you 
can  grow  wheat  should  the  Belcher 
amendment  be  adopted. 

This  large  number  of  farmers;  that 
is,  the  15-acre  or  less  grower  of  wheat, 
would  no  doubt  vote  in  the  referendum 
in  opposition  to  the  program  since  they 
would  be  deprived  of  the  right  to  plant 
wheat  as  previously.  It  is  necessary  that 
the  wheat  farmers  approve  quotas  and 
acreage  allotments  by  a  vote  of  at  least 
two-thirds  of  those  eligible  to  vote  in 
order  to  put  marketing  quotas  into  ef¬ 
fect.  It  has  been  estimated  by  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  that  there  are 
-1,815,602  wheat  producers.  Of  this  num¬ 
ber  more  than  1  million  farmers  have  an 
acreage  allotment  of  less  than  15  acres. 
Under  the  Belcher  substitute  these  small 
growers  would  be  given  the  right  to  par¬ 
ticipate  in  the  referendum.  One-third 
of  this  total,  or  about  605,000,  would  be 
sufficient  to  eliminate  marketing  quotas 
and  -bring  about  a  price  support  of  only 
50  percent  of  parity.  Fifty  percent  of 
parity  on  wheat  would  mean  a  price  of 
about  $1.20  a  bushel.  The  present  price 
support  on  wheat  is  about  $1.77  a  bushel, 
and  the  selling  price  at  this  time  is  about 
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$1.80  a  bushel,  Should  the  Belcher  sub¬ 
stitute  be  written  into  law  and  the  re¬ 
sultant  disapproval  of  marketing  quotas 
on  the  part  of  wheat  fanners  come  about, 
causing  the  50  percent  of  parity  price 
support  to  be  invoked,  it  would  mean 
that  wheat  would  be  diverted  to  feed- 
grain  usage  and  completely  upset  the 
whole  corn-feed-grain  picture. 

I  trust  that  the  committee  bill  will  be 
approved  and  the  Belcher  substitute  de¬ 
feated. 

(Mr.  DERWINSKI  (at  the  request  of 
Mr.  Collier)  was  given  permission  to  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks  at  this  point  in  the 
Record.) 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
bill  provides  us  with  an  opportunity  to 
apply  realism  rather  than  political  emo¬ 
tionalism  to  the  farm  surplus  and  farm 
subsidy  problems.  After  discussing  this 
problem  with  many  of  you  in  recent 
weeks,  I  sense  the  deep  feeling  of  frus¬ 
tration  that  prevails  in)  the  entire  arena 
of  our  costly  farm  subsidy  system.  The 
overburdened  taxpayer  and  the  unhappy 
farmer,  and  the  so-called  farm  legisla¬ 
tion  experts  are  equally  frustrated  by  the 
contradictions  and  perplexities  of  the 
American  agricultural  policy. 

To  start  with,  each  farm  organization 
has  a  different  viewpoint  on  how  to  best 
solve  the  problem  of  increasing  farm 
surplus  and  costly  price  supports.  These 
farm  organizations  for  the  most  part 
want  their  pet  programs  or  none  at  all. 
The  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  who  has 
the  responsibility  of  administering  pro¬ 
grams  under  the  present  law,  is  not  per¬ 
mitted  by  Congress  to  put  his  choice  of 
program  into  effect. 

The  city  dweller  is  rapidly  becoming 
aware  of  the  fact  that  as  a' taxpayer  he 
should  have  a  tremendous  interest  in  the 
growing  cost  of  the  farm  program,  and  he 
is  becoming  concerned  with  the  possi¬ 
bility  that  no  remedy  is  in  prospect  in 
this  year’s  legislative  activity. 

Most  of  the  plans  offered  seem  to  be 
unhappy  compromises  which  merely 
postpone  the  inevitable  day  of  decision 
that  is  now  rising  on  the  horizon.  This 
afternoon  we  are  discussing  the  spend¬ 
ing  of  $110  million  a  year  more  than  the 
present  program. 

It  would  probably  be  too  much  to  ask 
that  Congress  shed  political  thinking 
and  attempt  to  solve  the  farm  problem 
while  thinking  of  the  person  most  af¬ 
fected  by  it— the  American  taxpayer.  It 
would  seem  to  me  that  the  most  logical 
approach  to  the  problem,  since  every¬ 
thing  else  has  been  a  failure,  would  be  to 
abandon  all  price  supports  and  return  to 
the  only  plan  that  has  ever 'worked — a 
free  market. 

Thinking  along  the  lines  of  funda¬ 
mental  commonsense,  any  plan  that  ar¬ 
tificially  increases  farm  income  bogs 
down  with  the  problem  of  surplus  which 
is  produced  by  artificial  means.  Any 
plan  tied  to  production  automatically 
increases  output,  and,  therefore,  the 
subsidy. 

Recently  a  plan  was  reintroduced  to 
pay  farmers  directly  out  of  the  Treasury 
in  order  to  guarantee  a  certain  income 
for  them.  This  is  pure  socialism,  and 
should  be  rejected  by  all  farmers,  as  well 
as  the  often  forgotten  taxpayer. 


Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  not  claim  to  have 
the  wisdom  of  Solomon,  and  certainly  do 
not  claim  to  be  an  expert  in  the  field  of 
farm  legislation,  but  it  seems  to  me  that 
if  we  had  a  free  market  of  farm  prod¬ 
ucts,  at  least  for  a  test  period,  we  could 
then  determine  what  actually  happens 
when  government  steps  out  of  its  artifi¬ 
cial  role  .in  farm  production.  The  law  of 
supply  and  demand  has  been  most 
adaptable  to  changing  conditions  in  in¬ 
dustry.  It  would  seem  to  me,  thinking 
naively  perhaps,  that  it  could  work  in  the 
field  of  farm  production,  providing  for 
the  farmer  a  sound  return  on  his  invest¬ 
ment  in  land  and  labor,  and  removing 
from  the  backs  of  the  taxpayer  the  op¬ 
pressive  cost  of  this  artificial  farm  sub¬ 
sidy  program.'  ~ 

In  this  day  and  age  of  advanced  hu¬ 
manitarian  thinking,  the  surplus  prod¬ 
ucts  grown  in  America  could  be  utilized 
to  help  starving  peoples  throughout  the 
world  in  a  manner  that  the  Creator  in¬ 
tended  them  to  be  used.  To  perma¬ 
nently  store  farm  products,  and  permit 
them  to  rot  away  in  storage  bins  across 
the  country  while  people  throughout  the 
world  are  in  need  of  food,  is  in  obvious 
violation  of  the  basic  laws  of  nature  and 
humanity. 

Certainly,  in  conjunction  with  our 
State  Department  and  responsible  gov¬ 
ernments  of  the  world,  we  can  in  a  more 
practical  manner  distribute -our  surplus 
farm  production  in  those  areas  of  the 
world  where  there  is  a  real  need  for 
them,  and  where  they  can  be  effectively 
placed  in  areas  now  suffering  from  fam¬ 
ine  and  undernourishment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  must  take  vigorous 
action  in  an  effort  to  end  this  costly 
and  obviously  unsuccessful  socialistic- 
type  experiment  in  farm  production  and 
farm  surpluses.  I  appeal  to  the  deep- 
seated  concern  of  the  Members  of  the 
House  that  we  do  away  with  political 
expediency  and  in  the  interest  of  all 
Americans,  attempt  to  solve  this  prob¬ 
lem. 

This  legislation  before  us  today,  and 
legislation  in  various  other  fields  of 
farm  price  supports,  are  obviously  not 
solving  the  problem.  We  all  agree  on 
this  point.  The  closest  proposal  to  a 
commonsense  solution  of  the  program 
was  Senator  Capehart’s  amendment  to 
the  wheat  bill  which  the  Senate  turned 
down  with  little  consideration.  I  urge 
the  Members  of  the  House,  and  I  re¬ 
emphasize,  to  forgo  political  expediency 
and  concentrate  on  the  real  issue,  which 
is  the  elimination  of  this  $10  billion 
burden  on  the  taxpaying  public.  We 
must  have  practical,  profitable  distribu¬ 
tion  of  farm  products  so  that  the  farmer 
is  peimitted  discretion  and  freedom 
which  is  no  longer  his. 

I  urge  the  members  of.  the  Agricul¬ 
ture  Committee,  the  legislative  experts 
in  this  field,  to  accept  these  principles 
and  give  us  sound  farm  legislation. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
that  the  Committee  do  now  rise. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to.  t 

Accordingly  the  Committee  rose,  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  Evins,  Chairman  of  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union,  reported  that  that  Committee 


having  had  under  consideration  the  bill 
(H.R.  7246)  to  amend  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amend¬ 
ed,  and  Public  Law  74,  77th  Congress,  as 
amended,  had  come  to  no  resolution 
.  thereon. 


yMr.  BALDWIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  roll- 
call  No.  76,  Mr.  Mailliard  of  California  is 
recorded  as  having  voted  in  the  affirma¬ 
tive,  Mr.  Mailliard- is  away  from  Wash¬ 
ington  on  official  business  and,  therefore, 
did  mot  vote.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  ythe  permanent  Record  and  Jour¬ 
nal  be  corrected  accordingly. 

TheySPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  ?\ 

Thera  was  no  objection. 


Mr.  BRADEMAS.  Mr.  Speaker,  on 
rollcall  Noy  75  I  am  recorded  as  having 
failed  to  answer  to  my  name.  I  was 
present  and  voted  “nay,”  and  I  unani¬ 
mous  consent  that  the  Record  be  cor-  ' 
rected  acconnngly. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the,request  of\the  gentleman  from  Indi¬ 
ana?  s  y 
There  was  no\objection. 


OREGON  CENTENNIAL  FAIR  OPENS 
’’tODAY 

(Mr.  PORTER  yasked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record!) 

Mr.  PORTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  Ore¬ 
gon  Centennial  Exposition  and  Inter¬ 
national  Trade  Fair  opens  today  in  Port¬ 
land.  It  will  run  tor  100  days.  The 
closing  date  is  September  17.  Everyone 
is  invited.  y 

This  year  the  members  of  the  Oregon 
delegation  have  broughftour  State’s  100th 
birthday  to  the  attention  of  Members 
of  this  House  and  the  other  body.  We 
have  tried  to  do  this  in  a  variety  of  ways:  / 
By  distributing  samples  bf  famed  Ore-  V 
gon  products;  by  requesting  you,  Mr. 
Speaker,  and  the  distinguished  Senate 
majority  leader  to  help  uslcut  Oregon’s 
100th  birthday  cake  on  February  14;  by 
placing  in  the  Congressional  Record 
items  of  special  interest  about  the  cen¬ 
tennial  ;  and  by  telling  anyoneywho  would 
listen  of  the  wonders  of  the  Bekver  State. 

Communities  thrqughout  Orfegon  have 
planned  special  celebration.  The  usual 
fine  events,  such  as  the  Ashland  Shake¬ 
spearean  Festival  in  my  district Wd  the 
Portland  Rose  Festival  ,are  being  held. 
There  are  hundreds  of  other  programs 
scheduled  in  the  State  and  at  least  one 
major  event  outside  Oregon.  y 
At  this  very  moment  the  On  to  Olegon 
Cavalcade  is  retracing  the  famed\trek 
over  the  Oregon  Trail.  The  wagon  train, 
which  resembles  as  nearly  as  possiblethe 
original  trains  of  the  19th  century,  has 
traveled  many  miles  since  leaving  Inde¬ 
pendence,  Mo.,  the  morning  of  April  flb. 

A  hardy  group  of  Oregonians  is  making 
the  journey.  They  have  been  warmlv 
received  along  the  trail.  The  interest  ofi 
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1.  VJHEAT  PROGRAM.  •  Concluded  debate  on  H.  R.  7246,  the  wheat  bill  (pp.  949  7-9545, 
9559) .  It  is  planned  to  vote  on  passage  of  the  bill  today,  June  12  (p.  9545) . 


Agreed  to  the  following  amendments: 

The  committee  amendments  to  the  bill  as  reported  (p.  9525). 


By  Rep.  McGovern,  as  amended  by  an  amendment  by  Rep.  Moorhead,  to  limit  to 

$35,000,  beginning  with  the  crop  of  wheat  to  be  harvested  in  1960,  the  total 
amount  of  price  support  extended  to  any  person.each  year  for  wheat  through 
CCC  loans  or  purchases;  the  amendment  exempts  cooperative  marketing  organ¬ 
izations  (pp.  9525-23). 

By  Rep.  Latta,  as  amended  by  an  amendment  by  Rep.  Albert,  to  provide  uhat 
farmers  eligible  to  vote  in  a  wheat  referendum  shall  be  producers  on  fa 


with  respect  to  which  a  wheat  allotment  has  been  established  for  the  crop 
of  wheat  normally  harvested  in  the  calendar  year  in  which  the  referendum 
is  held  and  who  have  complied  with  the  acreage  allotment  (pp.  9528-30). 

Rejected  the  following  amendments: 

By  Rep.  Belcher,  114  to  168,  to  substitute  the  text  of  his  bill,  H.  R.  7611, 
for  the  committee  bill.  Among  other  things  Rep.  Belcher  explained  that  his 
proposed  amendment  would  leave  ’’price  supports  exactly  the  same1'  as  they 
are  at  present  and  would  "eliminate  the  15-acre  exemption"  on  the  productioi 
of  wheat  (pp.  9530-40,  9501-05). 

By  Rep.  Morris  to  provide  a  direct  payments  plan  for  wheat  (pp.  9533-5,  9540). 

By  Rep.  Brown,  Mo.,  35  to  92,  to  provide  that  if  marketing  quotas  are  dis¬ 
approved  for  the  1960  crop  of  wheat,  no  price  support  shall  be  available 
for  the  1960  crop  and  each  subsequent  crop  (pp.  9535-39). 

By  Rep.  Quie  to  provide  that  if  marketing  quotas  are  disapproved  for  the  1960 
crop  of  wheat,  the  level  of  price  support  to  cooperators  and  noncoop£rators 
for  the  1960  crop  and  each  subsequent  crop  shall  be  "not  less  than  50"  per 
cent  of  the  parity  price  of  wheat  (p,  9539) . 

By  Rep.  Hagen,  97  to  132,  to  provide  certain  exemptions  for  the  over-planting 
of  wheat  allotments  (pp.  9539-40) .  A  similar  amendment  by  Rep.  Hagen  was 
later  rejected  105  to  148  (p.  9541). 

By  Rep.  Michel,  99  to  136,  to  limit  to  $50,000  the  total  amount  of  CCC  loans 
and  purchases  to  any  wheat  producer  for  the  1960  crop  (p.  9540). 

By  Rep.  Quie,  to  require  reductions  in  wheat  acreage  allotments  over  and  above 
the  25  per  cent  reduction  required  by  the  bill  (p.  9540). 

By  Rep,  Quie,  to  require  a  reduction  in  wheat  acreage  allotments  of  30  percent 
rather  than  25  percent  as  provided  in  the  bill  (p.  9541). 

By  Rep.  Quie,  to  prohibit  price  supports  and  acreage  allotments  to  any  pro¬ 
ducer  who  permits  acreage  taken  out  of  production  (under  the  25  percent  re¬ 
duction  provision)  to  be  harvested  or  grazed  (p.  9541) . 

By  Rep.  Quie,  to  repeal  the  law  providing  for  a  15-acre  exemption  on  the  pro¬ 
duction  of  wheat  "effective  beginning  with  the  1960  crop  of  wheat” 

(p.  9541). 

By  Rep.  Latta,  to  retain  the  15-acre  exemption  instead  of  reducing  it  to  12 
acres  as  provided  in  the  bill  (p.  9542). 

By  Rep.  Smith,  Iowa,  to  permit  CCC  to  redeem  in  cash  certificates  issued  for 
payments  in  wheat  for  producers  who  reduce  wheat  allotments  (p.  9542). 

A  vote  on  passage  of  the  bill  was  postponed  until  today,  June  12,  after 

Rep.  Hoffman  requested  that  an  engrossed  copy  of  the  bill  be  read  (p.  9545). 


MILK.  A  subcommittee  of  the  Agriculture  Committee  voted  to  report  to  the  fuj 
uittee  with  amendment  S.  1289,  to  increase  and  extend  the  special  mj 
progXan^  p.  D466 


3.  APPROPRIATIONST^Cpnfereeo  ag.  eed  to  file  a  report  on  H^JRr^5915,  the  Interior 
and  related  agencies^appropriation  bill  for  1960  (includes  the  Forest  Service) 
(p.  D467),  House  conferees,  were  appointed  eajtldrer.  Senate  conferees  have 
already  been  appointed  (p.  9496)L.  The  cpnf^rees  were  granted  permission  to 
file  a  report  by  midnight  Fri. ,  Juft£<d3f(p.  9496) . 


4.  FEDERAL  BUILDINGS.  The  PuJjl-tcf  Works  Commit t^e^oted  to  report  (but  did  not 
actually  report)  with-^amendment  H.  R.  7645,  to  g^antGSA  additional  authority 
for  the  construction,  alteration,  and  acquisition  ofFederal  public  buildings, 
p.  D467 


rc  WORKS;  FLOOD  CONTROL.  The  Public  Works  Committee  voted  to  repott-^Xbut 
did  not  actually  report  )  H.  R.  7634,  to  authorize  the  construction,  repa3 
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cooperate  effectively  in  mutual  defense 
planning  with  Greece  and  in  the  training 
of  Greek  NATO  forces  in  order  that,  if 
an  attack  on'NATO  should  occur,  under 
the  direction  oMhe  Supreme  Allied  Com¬ 
mander  for  Europe  Greek  forces  could 
effectively  use  nuclear  weapons  in  their 
defense. 

These  agreement^  previously  sub¬ 
mitted  and  this  GreeKSagreement  repre¬ 
sent  only  a  portion  of \he  work  neces¬ 
sary  for  complete  implementation  of  the 
decision  taken  by  the  North  Atlantic 
Treaty  Organization  in  December  1957. 

I  anticipate  the  conclusionxof  similar 
agreements  for  cooperation  wish  certain 
other  NATO  nations  as  the  alliance’s  de¬ 
fensive  planning  continues. 

Pursuant  to  the  Atomic  Energy  Act  of 
1954,  as  amended,  I  am  submitting 
each  House  of  the  Congress  an  authoN- 
tative  copy  of  an  agreement  with  the 
Kingdom  of  Greece.  I  am  also  transmit¬ 
ting  a  copy  of  the  Acting  Secretary  of 
State’s  letter  accompanying  authorita¬ 
tive  copies  of  the  signed  agreement,  a 
copy  of  a  joint  letter  from  the  Secretary 
of  Defense  and  the  Chairman  of  the 
Atomic  Energy  Commission  recommend¬ 
ing  my  approval  of  this  document,  and. 
a  copy  of  my  memorandum  in  replyj 
thereto  setting  forth  my  approval. 

Dwight  D.  Eisenhower. 

The  White  House,  June  11,  1959. 

(Enclosures:  (1)  Agreement  with  the 
Kingdom  of  Greece;  (2)  copy  of  a  joint 
letter  from  the  Secretary  of  Defense  and 
the  Chairman  of  the  Atomic  Energy 
Commission  to  the  President;  and  (3) 
copy  of  the  President’s  memoraadum  re¬ 
cording  his  approval.) 


SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  TRANSPORTA¬ 
TION  OP  THE  COMMITTEE  ON 
INTERSTATE  AND  FOREIGN  COM¬ 
MERCE-PERMISSION  TO  SIT 
DURING  GENERAL  DEBATE 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Subcom¬ 
mittee  on  Transportation  of' the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Com¬ 
merce  may  have  permission  to  sit  during 
general  debate  this  afternoon. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi? 

There  was  no  objection. 


COMMITTEE  ON  EDUCATION  AND 
LABOR— PERMISSION  TO  SIT  DUR¬ 
ING  GENERAL  DEBATE 

Mr.  BARDEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask, 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Committej 
Education  and  Labor  may  have  p< 
jssion  to  sit  during  general  debate, 
=rnoon. 

^e  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolii 

ThereYwas  no  objection. 
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CALL  OF  THE  HOUSE 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  make  the  point  of  order  that  a  quorui 
is  not  present. 

The  SPEAKER.  Evidently  a  quc 
is  not  present. 

By  unanimous  consent  a  cal  ''of  the 
House  was  ordered. 

The  Clerk  called  the  roll  stid  the  fol¬ 


lowing  Members  failed  to 
names : 


swer  to  their 


Ashley 
Barr 
Barry 
Bolling 
Buckley 
Canfield 
Casey 
Celler 
Colfin 
Collier 
l5avis,  Tei, 
Dixon 
Downii 


[Roll  No 

Gathing: 
Giaimo, 


Pillion 
Powell 
Preston 
Reece,  Tenn. 
Scott 

Smith,  Va. 
Spence 
Toll  ef son 
Whitener 
Whitten 
Miller, 

George  P. 
Withrow 
Wolf 

SPEAKER.  On  this  rollcall  393 
fembers  have  answered  to  their  names, 
quorum. 

By  unanimous  consent,  further  pro¬ 
ceedings  under  the  call  were  dispensed 
with. 


Healj 

Held 
tmaa 
J'ohnson,  Md. 
Kasem 
Kearns 
Kilburn 
Mailliard 
Meader 


WHEAT  PROGRAM  FOR  1960-61 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  resolve  itself  into  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  for  the  further  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  (H.R.  7246)  to 
amend  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1939,  as 
amended,  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  and  Public  Law 
74,  77th  Congress,  as  amended. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 
Accordingly  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  further 
'consideration  of  H.R.  7246,  with  Mr. 
Evins  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  .read  the  title  of  the  bill. 
The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  North  Carolina 
[Mr.  Cooley], 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  2  minutes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  take  this  time  to  urge 
the  membership  of  the  House  to  remain 
on  the  floor  at  least  for  the  next  few 
minutes  to  the  end  that  you  may  have 
an  opportunity  to  hear  an  intelligent  dis¬ 
cussion  of  this  great  problem.  We  are 
now  dealing  with  American  agriculture’s 
problem  No.  1.  We  now  have  invested 
in  wheat,  as  I  said  yesterday,  more  than 
$3  billion— wheat  that  we  cannot  sell  and 
that  we  cannot  give  away.  As  we  know, 
unless  something  is  done,  our  problem 
will  be  aggravated. 

The  President  of  the  United  States  on 
six  or  seven  occasions  has  urged  the  Con¬ 
gress  to  do  something,  and  our  subcom¬ 
mittee  on  wheat  under  the  gentleman 
from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Albert]  has  la¬ 
bored  for  6  long  months,  and  we  are 
bringing  this  bill  to  the  floor  and  pre¬ 
senting  it  to.  you,  not  as  perfect  legisla¬ 


tion  by  any  means — it  is  highly  contro¬ 
versial.  Only  by  listening  to  the  debate 
will  you  be  able  to  vote  with  any  degree 
of  intelligence.  The  gentleman  from 
Oklahoma  [Mr.  Albert]  will  present  the 
bill.  Our  colleague  the  gentleman  from 
Oklahoma  [Mr.  Belcher]  has  a  proposi¬ 
tion  which  he  will  submit  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  in  due  time.  I  think  it  would  be 
well  for  all  Members  to  hear  the  discus¬ 
sion.  I  have  no  preconceived  ideas  about 
the  legislation,  but  I  do  know  it  deals 
with  a  problem  of  paramount  importance 
to  the  people  of  America  and,  of  course, 
to  all  of  us  here  on  the  floor  of  the  House. 
I  hope  you  will  listen  to  the  gentleman 
from  Oklahoma  [Mi-.  Albert]. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  has  expired. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  2  minutes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  concur  in 
what  Chairman  Cooley  has  said  about 
the  gravity  of  the  situation  as  it  per¬ 
tains  to  the  wheat  surplus.  I  do  hope 
the  membership  will  remain  on  the  floor 
to  listen  to  two  experts  in  this  field.  I 
think  if  you  will  listen  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Albert],  the 
chairman  of  the  Subcommittee  on 
Wheat  of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 
and  the  gentleman  from  Oklahoma  [Mr. 
Belcher],  the  ranking  Republican  on 
the  subcommittee  on  wheat,  you  will  get 
a  good  picture  of  the  many  problems  in¬ 
volved. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  now 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Oklahoma 
[Mr.  Albert]  10  minutes. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
Committee-  on  Agriculture  submits  for 
your  consideration  a  wheat  adjustment 
bill  which,  though  certainly  not  perfect 
and  not  altogether  acceptable  to  any 
organization  or  group  which  has  ap¬ 
peared  before  our  committee,  represents 
a  genuine  attempt  to  meet  a  problem 
which  the  President  of  the  United  States 
has  repeatedly  been  saying  should  be  met 
ever  since  the  86th  Congress  convened. 

There  is  no  easy  or  fully  acceptable 
way  to  deal  with  the  problem. 

All  members  of  our  committee  know 
this. 

The  distinguished  gentleman  from 
Iowa  [Mr.  Hoeven],  ranking  minority 
member  of  the  committee,  knows  this. 

He  and  I  have  discussed  this  matter 
many  times. 

All  members  of  the  Subcommittee  on 
Wheat  know  that  this  is  no  easy  problem. 

They  have  all  been  working  on  this 
problem  for  months. 

All  of  us  have  tired,  I  think,  to  reach 
a  solution  to  this  problem  that  would  be 
free  of  partisan  politics. 

With  staggering  surpluses  on  hand  and 
with  a  substantial  crop  in  prospect  for 
the  present  year  there  is  no  soft  or  gen¬ 
tle  way  to  attack  this  problem — no  way 
which  will  be  pleasing  to  everybody. 

But  the  difficulty  of  the  task  is  not  the 
criterion. 

We  have  a  problem  on  our  hands  which 
is  directly  and  fundamentally  the  re¬ 
sponsibility  of  the  Congress  of  the  United 
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States,  and  we  must  act  in  some  degree 
of  unison,  in  some  spirit  of  compromise, 
in  an  effort  to  make  some  contribution  to 
the  solution  of  the  problem. 

Time  is  running  out,  and  we  must  act 
now. 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  esti¬ 
mates  that  total  wheat  supplies  for  the 
1958-59  marketing  year  are  currently  at 
2.353  billion  bushels  which  is  about  12 
percent  above  the  previous  peak  reached 
2  years  ago. 

This  is  enough  wheat  to  supply  all  of 
our  domestic  requirements  and  exports 
for  more  than  2  years. 

If  we  did  not  harvest  one  acre  of 
wheat  this  year  we  would  still  have  as 
much  as  300  million  bushels  more  than 
"we  need  from  current  supplies  to  carry 
us  through  until  the  1960  crop  was 
harvested. 

The  truth  of  the  matter  is  that  we 
have  built  up  surpluses  of  wheat  in  the 
hands  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  which  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  estimates  will  soon  represent  a 
Government  investment  of  $3.5  billion 
dollars. 

The  storage,  interest,  and  transporta¬ 
tion  costs  of  handling  the  wheat  pro¬ 
gram  now  total  more  than  $1  million  per 
day. 

It  is  beginning  to  look  as  though  this 
surplus  will  increase  from  100  million  to 
400  million  bushels  per  year,  year  in  and 
year  out  as  long  as  the  present  pro¬ 
gram  remains  in  effect. 

New  warehouses  are  going  up  all  the 
time. 

A  new  group,  the  warehouse  lobby,  is 
coming  into  existence  to  reap  the  har¬ 
vest  of  the  wheat  program  now  in  effect. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  producing  100 
million  to  400  million  more  bushels  of 
wheat  than  we  can  sell  or  give  away  at 
home  or  abroad. 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  has 
come  up  with  no  suggestion  as  to  how 
we  can  get  rid  of  the  extra  wheat  which 
we  are  now  producing  except  to  feed  it 
to  livestock  thereby  increasing  the  prob¬ 
lems  of  the  feed  grain-livestock  pro¬ 
ducers. 

We  are  channeling  wheat  into  school 
lunch  programs  at  home  and  abroad. 

We  are  selling  it  at  subsidies  averaging 
55  cents  per  bushel  on  foreign  markets, 
and  this  includes  all  sales  for  dollars  and 
sales  under  Public  Law  480,  in  addition 
to  foreign  giveaways. 

The  subcommittee  on  wheat  has  been 
dealing  with  this  problem  since  January. 

We  have  held  hearing  after  hearing. 

We  have  heard  from  every  farm  organ¬ 
ization  and  wheat  organization  and  every 
Member  of  Congress  and  individual  who 
wanted  to  be  heard. 

We  have  heard  from  representatives 
of  every  branch  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  that  has  anything  to  do  with 
wheat. 

We  have  found  no  solution  to  this 
problem  that  would  be  satisfactory  to 
everyone. 

The  farm  organizations  and  wheat 
growers  organizations  are  in  almost  com¬ 
plete  disagreement  as  to  how  the  problem 
should  be  approached. 


Our  subcommittee  reported  a  bill 
which  was  changed  in  many  particulars 
by  the  full  committee. 

Neither  of  these  bills  was  perfect,  but 
both  the  subcommittee  and  the  full  com¬ 
mittee  have  kept  in  mind  at  all  times  two 
major  objectives:  first,  that  we  must  stop 
piling  up  wheat  on  top  of  wheat  for 
which  we  have  no  earthly  use,  at  the  ex¬ 
pense  of  the  taxpayer  and  cretainly 
against  the  long-time  interests  of  the 
wheat  producers  of  the  country;  and, 
second,  that  we  should  do  this  in  a  man¬ 
ner  which  will  not  destroy  the  economy 
of  either  the  wheat  farmers  or  the  feed 
grain-livestock  producers  of  our  country. 

These  are  the  objectives  of  this  bill. 

These  objectives  this  bill  will  meet. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Oklahoma  has  expired. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
the  gentleman  10  additional  minutes. 

Our  committee  has  considered  every 
proposition  that  has  come  before  it,  but 
we  have  found  no  way  to  get  production 
of  wheat  below  the  disappearance  of 
wheat  without  reducing  the  acreage 
planted  to  wheat.  We  have  not  only 
recommended  a  25-percent  cut  in  acreage 
allotments  but  we  have  tightened  up 
loopholes  which  have  accounted  for  al 
part  of  the  overproduction  in  the  past.  In 
making  these  cuts  we  have  also  under¬ 
taken  to  do  what  producers  of  no  other 
comodity  have  been  required  to  do,  and 
that  is  to  invoke  cross  compliance  so  far 
as  price  supported  crops  are  concerned. 
We  have  tried  to  avoid  opening  up  one 
loophole  while  pluggging  another.  We 
have  tried  to  say  to  the  wheat  farmer 
that  while  he  cuts  his  production  in 
wheat  he  cannot  turn  around  and  put 
the  acreage  into  some  other  supported 
crop  already  in  oversupply.  We  have 
also  undertaken  by  a  payment-in-kind 
equal  to  one -third  of  the  production  on 
the  land  taken  out  of  production,  to  en¬ 
courage  farmers  not  to  plant  the  acre¬ 
age  in  any  other  crop  for  harvest  or  to 
graze  it.  To  offset  the  terrific  loss  in 
income  due  to  a  25 -percent  cut  in  allot¬ 
ments,  we  have  raised  the  level  of  price 
supports  from  75  to  90  percent  of 
parity.  This  is  the  only  provision  of 
this  bill  to  which  the  Department  of  Ag¬ 
riculture  really  makes  substantial  ob¬ 
jection. 

The  Department  has  recommended, 
whether  we  go  the  control  route  or 
whether  we  go  the  so-called  free  route, 
that  we  cut  the  support  level  or  change 
it  to  a  percentage  of  the  market  price 
during  a  recent  period  of  years.  A  20  to 
25  percent  cut  in  allotments  is  essential 
to  get  production  below  current  disap¬ 
pearance,  and  the  farmers  cannot  stand 
such  a  reduction  in  their  acreage  with  a 
price  cut  in  prospect  at  the  same  time. 
It  may  be  that  in  the  long  pull  stable 
price  supports  and  acreage  allotments 
are  not  the  answer  to  the  wheat  prob¬ 
lem,  but  they  are  essential  if  we  are 
going  to  cut  production  to  an  extent  that 
will  enable  us  really  to  begin  to  get  rid 
of  these  surpluses  and  not  bankrupt  the 
wheat  farmers  of  this  country  in  doing 
it. 

In  order  to  plug  loopholes  which  have 
aggravated  the  overproduction  problem 


in  wheat,  your  committee  has  recom¬ 
mended  penalties  which,  in  our  opinion, 
will  really  stop  overplanting.  One  of  the 
big  loopholes  in  existing  law  has  been 
the  ease  with  which  noncompliers  could 
take  advantage  of  the  program.  The  law 
now  provides  that  penalties  shall  be  at 
45  percent  of  parity  and  that  they  shall 
be  based  upon  normal  yields.  In  recent 
years  actual  yields  have  been  running 
about  double  normal  yields.  The  result 
has  been  that  many  large  farmers  have 
been  out  of  compliance  continually,  and 
in  the  last  4  years  such  noncomplying 
producers  have  added  more  than  90  mil¬ 
lion  bushels  to  the  surplus.  The  com¬ 
mittee  has  increased  the  penalty  rate 
from  45  to  65  percent  and  has  based 
penalties  upon  'actual  yields  instead  of 
upon  normal  yields.  These  increased 
penalties  will  stop  the  practice  of  over¬ 
planting  allotments.  Another  loophole 
in  the  law  which  has  been  pointed  out 
by  the  Department  of  Agriculture  has 
been  the  so-called  15-acre  exemption. 
The  big  difficulty  here  has  not  been 
the  size  of  the  exemption  but  the  increase 
in  the  number  of  fanners  taking  advan¬ 
tage  of  the  exemption  year  after  year. 
Figures  given  our  subcommittee  by  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  show  that 
15-acre  farms  have  been  increasing  at 
an  average  rate  of  about  100,000  farms 
per  year.  According  to  Department 
estimates,  this  loophole  has  added  475 
million  bushels  to  the  carryover  sup¬ 
plies  in  the  last  4  years.  If  the  15-acre 
exemption  in  its  present  form  should 
remain  in  effect  under  the  bill  now  under 
consideration,  .with  commercial  wheat 
producers  being  required  to  reduce  their 
acreage  by  25  percent  and  with  price 
supports  being  increased,  there  would 
undoubtedly  be  at  least  250,000  new  15- 
acre  farms  next  year. 

The  15-acre  exemption  has  presented 
a  difficult  problem.  The  Department  of 
Agriculture  and  the  President  of  the 
United  States  have  recommended  that 
it  be  eliminated.  Many  Members  feel 
we  should  abolish  it.  Others  have  in¬ 
sisted  that  it  must  not  be  disturbed. 
Your  committee  has  brought  forth  a 
reasonable  compromise. 

It  has  cut  the  15-acre  exemption  to 
12  acres  or  to  the  highest  planting  dur¬ 
ing  the  years  1957,  1958  or  1959,  which¬ 
ever  is  lower.  We  do  not  think  it  is  fair 
to  come  in  at  this  late  date  and  say  that 
you  cannot  have  a  15-acre  exemption. 
I  am  going  t6  say  to  those  of  you  who 
are  going  to  support  the  proposition 
offered  by  my  friend,  the  gentleman 
from  Oklahoma  LMr.  Belcher]  who 
comes  from  an  area  where  for  the  most 
part  producers  are  relatively  large,  that 
if  you  adopt  his  amendment,  you  write 
off  the  wheat  areas  of  this  country  east 
of  the  Mississippi  River.  If  you  adopt 
his  proposition,  you  will  practically 
write  off  all  Soft  Red  Winter  wheat  areas. 

We  feel  that  this  compromise  is  fair 
in  view  of  the  fact  that  commercial  wheat 
producers  have  already  cut  their  produc¬ 
tion  from  nearly  84  million  to  less  than 
55  million  acres  and  are  now  being  asked 
to  cut  nearly  14  million  acres  more.  We 
feel,  on  the  other  hand,  that  it  would  be 
unfair  at  this  late  date  entirely  to  abolish 
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the  15 -acre  exemption,  because  such  ac¬ 
tion  would  upset  the  rotation  practices 
of  many  farmers  and  would  just  about 
take  some  wheat  areas  and  some  types  of 
wheat  completely  out  of  production. 

•  While  reducing  the  15-acre  exemption 
this  legislation  contains  an  offsetting 
provision  in  that  it  has  entirely  removed 
the  30-acre  limitation  on  the  production 
of  wheat  to  be  consumed  on  the  farm. 
There  has  been  long  an  increasing  de¬ 
mand  on  the  part  of  many  farmers  and 
many  Members  of  Congress  for  the  re¬ 
moval  of  restrictions  against  growing 
wheat  for  feed  on  the  farm  on  which  it  is 
produced.  Enactment  of  this  legislation 
will  remove  such  restriction  and  will  give 
your  farmers  the  right  to  grow  all  the 
wheat  they  want  to  grow  for  feed  or 
food  on  their  own  farms  without  penalty 
of  any  kind. 

Your  committee  has  recommended  that 
this  bill  remain  in  effect  for  a  period  of  2 
years  to  meet  an  emergency  situation 
with  the  hope  that  permanent  legisla¬ 
tion  which  will  deal  effectively  with  the 
problem  in  the  long  run  may  be  worked 
out  during  the  life  of  this  act. 

This  bill  will  cut  the  production  of 
wheat,  and  there  is  not  any  question 
about  that,  and  it  will  cut  it  below, 
present  consumption.  The  increased 
penalties  for  overplanting  and  the  re¬ 
duction  in  the  15-acre  exemption  will  cut 
the  production  of  wheat  at  least  5  per¬ 
cent  a  year.  In  my  judgment,  with  the 
penalty  provisions  that  have  been  placed 
in  this  bill  and  with  the  adjustment  of 
the  15-acre  exemption,  along  with  a  25 
percent  cut  which  all  commercial  wheat 
farmers  must  take,  we  have  a  right  to 
expect  a  greater  reduction  in  production 
than  the  most  optimistic  estimates  that 
have  been  made  up  to  this  time. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ALBERT.  I  am  delighted  to  yield 
to  my  chairman. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Will  the  gentleman 
explain  his  expression  “the  highest 
planted”? 

Mr.  ALBERT.  The  highest  planted 
acreage  means  that  if  a  I  farmer  has 
planted  on  his  land  any  wheat  during 
the  last  3  years — that  is,  1957,  1958,  and 
1959 — but  the  amount  planted  during 
any  one  of  those  years  is  less  than  12 
acres,  he  will  get  the  highest  planted 
during  any  one  of  those  years. 

This  bill  could  well  result  in  a  full 
25-percent  cut  in  wheat  production  or 
even  more.  Some  spokesmen  for  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  have  been 
putting  out  propaganda  that  these  cuts 
would  be  offset  by  increased  incentives 
due  to  increased  price  supports.  This 
argument  is  a  myth.  Our  subcommittee 
had  before  us  the  top  scientific  and 
technical  experts  from  the  Department. 
They  made  no  substantial  claims  of  this 
kind.  On  page  10  of  the  hearings,  Dr. 
Louis  P.  Reitz,  of  the  Agricultural  Re¬ 
search  Service,  Crop  Research  Division, 
states:. 

There  has  been,  during  the  las't  several 
years,  a  considerable  increase  in  use  of  fer¬ 
tilizer  on  wheat.  This  has,  according  to 
some  experts,  about  reached  a  saturation 
point  for  many  of  the  major  areas.  One 
of  the  limitations  in  further  use  of  fertilizer 
is  the  inability  of  present  varieties  to  respond 
favorably  to  higher  rates  of  fertilization. 


While  there  may  be  prospects  in  the 
future  for  varieties  which  will  better 
respond  to  fertilization,  I  have  not  been 
able  to  find  any  responsible  authority 
who  has  the  remotest  idea  that  such 
varieties  will  be  developed  with  seed 
available  to  farmers,  within  the  2-year 
life  of  this  bill.  The  truth  of  the  matter 
is  that  under  75-percent  supports  farm¬ 
ers  have  used  fertilization  to  the  limit 
and  they  will  continue  to  do  so. 

They  will  grow  every  bushel  of  wheat 
they  can  grow  under  the  present  pro¬ 
gram.  They  may  take  their  poorer  than 
average  wheatlands  out  of  production  as 
allotments  are  cut  still  further,  but  again 
they  would  do  this  whether  the  support 
levels  were  75  percent  of  the  previous  3- 
year  market  average  or  90  percent  of 
parity  as  we  recommend. 

They  will  grow  much  less  wheat  if  they 
are  required  to  reduce  their  plantings  by 
25  percent  and  we  will  begin  to  draw 
down  our  surplus  stocks.  Mark  this, 
this  bill  not  only  represents  a  25-percent 
cut  in  all  allotments  of  wheat  but  it  stops 
overproduction  on  acreage  beyond  allot¬ 
ments,  and  it  stops  this  eternal  adding 
at  the  rate  of  100,000  farms  per  year  of 
15 -acre  farms  which  have  further  ag¬ 
gravated  the  problem.  In  my  opinion, 
this  bill  will  cut  wheat  production  a  full 
25  percent  and  then  some.  This  bill  will 
not  only  cut  acreage — it  will  reduce 
Government  costs. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ALBERT.  I  yield  to  my  chair¬ 
man. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  just  wonder  if  the1 
gentleman  will  comment  on  the  eligi¬ 
bility  for  voting.  Some  question  was 
brought  up  yesterday  to  the  effect  that 
certain  farmers  will  not  be  permitted  to 
vote  ill  the  current  year  but  only  vote  2 
years  hence.  Does  the  gentleman  in¬ 
tend  to  offer  an  amendment  to  that  sec¬ 
tion?  I  would  like  him  to  discuss  it. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  I  do.  That  happened 
because  of  the  parliamentary  way  by 
which  this  bill  came  to  the  floor.  Cer¬ 
tainly  anybody  who  is  subject  to  market¬ 
ing  quotas  ought  to  be  eligible  to  vote. 
There  is  not  any  argument  on  that. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  The  gentleman  is  go¬ 
ing  to  propose  such  an  amendment? 

Mr.  ALBERT.  I  shall  propose  an 
amendment,  if  somebody  else  does  not 
offer  one. 

We  have  asked  Mr.  Walter  Wilcox,  of 
the  Library  of  Congress,  to  give  us  some 
estimates  of  savings  in  Government  costs 
for  the  wheat  price-support  program 
under  H.R.  7246,  compared  with  contin- 
"uation  of  existing  legislation. 

Under  leave  to  extend  my  remarks,  the 
statement  of  Dr.  Wilcox  to  the  chairman 
of  our  committee  is  as  follows : 

In  response  to  your  request,  the  following 
are  my  estimates  of  savings  in  Government 
costs  for  the  wheat  price-support  program 
under  H.R.  7246,  as  compared  with  a  con¬ 
tinuation  of  existing  legislation: 

Million 

Bushels 

Estimated  annual  production  under 

the  present  program - - 1,  200 

Domestic  utilization  plus  exports - 1,  050 

Annual  increase  in  CCC  stocks.  150 


Estimated  annual  production  under 
H.R.  7246,  with  25  percent  reduction 
in  allotments,  a  reduction  in  the  15- 
acre  limitation,  and  an  increase  In 
penalties  for  overplanting  (20  per¬ 
cent  reduction  in  production) _  960 

Domestic  utilization  plus  exports _ 1, 050 

Annual  reduction  in  CCC 

stocks _  90 

Savings  to  Government  under  H.R.  7246 

Million 

150,000,000  bushels  taken  over  by  CCC 

at  $1.75  per  bushel _ $275.5 

Storage  and  interest  on  240,000,060 
bushels,  150,000,000  reduction  in 
annual  takeover  /plus,  90,000,000 
reduction  in  stocks  at  30  cents  per 


bushels _  72 

Total  annual  gross  savings _  337.  5 


Export  subsidies  are  now  paid  wheat  ex¬ 
porters  in  the  form  of  wheat  taken  out  of 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  stocks.  Be¬ 
cause  of  the  increased  subsidies  required 
under  H.R.  7246,  an  estimated  additional 
45,000,000  bushels  will  be  withdrawn  from 
CCC  stocks  to  pay  the  exporters. 

Since  withdrawals  for  these  two  purposes 
total  125  million  bushels  or  35  million  more 
than  the  90  million  bushel  difference  be¬ 
tween  estimated  production  under  H.R.  7246 
and  utilization,  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  will  have  returned  to  its  approxi¬ 
mately  35  million  bushels  as  a  result  of  these 
payments  in  kind  at  $2.10  per  bushel  (the 
estimated  support  level  under  H.R.  7246). 
This  will  require  a  Government  outlay  of 
$73.5  million  which  should  be  deducted  from 
the  annual  gross  savings: 

Million 


Annual  gross  savings _ $337.  5 

Less  value  of  wheat  returned  to  CCC 
stocks  because  of  payments  in  kind 
in  excess  of  net  reductions  in  CCC 
stocks _  73.  5 


Estimated  annual  savings  in 

Government  outlays  or  costs.  264.  0 

The  minority  report  undertakes  to 
show  that  this  program  will  cost  more 
than  the  present  program.  On  page  28 
of  the  report  it  is  stated  that  the  Depart¬ 
ment  estimates  that  a  savings  due  to  25 
percent  reduction  in  allotments  will 
amount  to  $270  million  but  that  an  addi¬ 
tional  $200  million  for  increased  export 
subsidies  and  $180  million  to  cover  the 
cost  of  payments  in  kind,  will  cause  an 
increase  in  the  cost  of  $110  million  per 
year  over  the  present  program. 

This  simply  is  not  true.  In  the  first 
place,  the  minority  report  estimates  that 
a  reduction  in  wheat  output  probably 
would  be  less  than  15  percent.  It  en¬ 
tirely  omits  consideration  of  the  in¬ 
creased  penalties  for  overplanting  and 
the  reduction  in  the  15  acre  exemption 
which  alone  would  account  for  one-third 
this  amount.  In  addition  it  makes  un¬ 
founded  assumptions  that  great  in¬ 
creases  will  result  from  increased  fertili¬ 
zation  and  new  techniques.  It  fails  alto¬ 
gether  to  take  into  account  the  decreases 
resulting  from  adjusting  the  15  acre 
exemption  and  stopping  expansion  of 
the  15  acre  farms  and  in  plugging  up  the 
loopholes  with  respect  to  larger  pro¬ 
ducers.  I  doubt  that  any  unbiased 
wheat  experts  can  be  found  who  will  sup¬ 
port  the  position  that  this  bill  would 
only  reduce  wheat  production  15  per¬ 
cent  as  compared  with  existing  legisla¬ 
tion.  The  estimates  by  Dr.  Walter  Wil¬ 
cox  of  the  Library  of  Congress  are  im- 
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partial  estimates.'  They  are  conserva¬ 
tive  estimates  based  upon  an  assump¬ 
tion  that  this  bill  will  cut  production 
only  20  percent.  This  is  far  too  con¬ 
servative  in  the  light  of  the  facts  as  they 
exist;  but  more  than  this,  if  everything 
the  minority  report  says  about  this  bill 
is  true  and  if  everything  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  says  is  true,  and  ad¬ 
mitting  as  we  must  that  export  subsidies 
will  be  increased,  there  is  no  question 
but  what  this  bill  will  reduce  Govern¬ 
ment  costs. 

Dr.  Wilcox  is  a  neutral  authority.  He 
is  an  expert  in  this  field.  He  has  esti¬ 
mated  the  savings  will  be  $264  million  a 
year.  Somebody  said  we  should  take  the 
Department’s  estimates.  The  only  trou¬ 
ble  with  taking  the  Department’s  esti¬ 
mates  is  that  the  Department  is  playing 
politics  with  this  thing.  I  understand 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  has  been 
over  here,  but  has  not  consulted  with  the 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee  on  wheat. 
He  has  been  consulting  with  Republican 
Members.  Now  I  am  not  accusing  my 
friends  on  the  Republican  side  or  the 
Secretary  of  doing  anything  wrong,  but 
I  understand  they  have  been  huddling 
on  this  matter.  I  think  the  Committee 
has  tried  to  handle  this  problem  as  it 
should  be  handled — in  a  nonpartisan 
way. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ALBERT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  The  gentleman  from 
Oklahoma  is  certainly  not  contending 
that  the  Department  is  putting  out  false 
figures  relating  to  the  costs. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Well,  I  am  just  con¬ 
tending  that  figures  can  be  juggled.  I 
would  like  to  say  to  the  gentleman,  we 
did  not  get  any  figures  of  the  kind  that 
we  are  hearing  about  from  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  when  we  hac}  De¬ 
partment  representatives  before  our 
committee.  We  asked  them  to  tell  the 
whole  truth  and  gave  them  all  the  time 
they  needed  to  tell  the  whole  truth. 
Does  the  gentleman  deny  that  the  Sec¬ 
retary  and  the  Assistant  Secretary  have 
been  consulting  with  Republican  Mem¬ 
bers  and  not  with  Democratic  Members 
during  the  consideration  of  this  matter? 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Well,  I  would  not 
know  about  that,  whether  they  have  been 
consulting  with  Democratic  Members  or 
not,  but  I  will  say,  frankly,  I  have  con¬ 
sulted  with  him  and  with  members  of 
the  Department  with  reference  to  the 
legislation  in  an  effort  to  work  out  some¬ 
thing  that  would  be  acceptable. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  I  have  told  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  several  times  that  I 
wanted  to  work  out  this  problem.  The 
gentleman  from  Iowa  knows  full  well 
how  much  I  respect  him  and  how  much  I 
admire  him.  The  gentleman  knows  that 
when  he  and  I  were  trying  to  work  out  a 
compromise  the  President  was  issuing 
press  releases  giving  the  Congress  fits  for 
not  getting  out  a  wheat  bill.  I  ask  the 
gentleman — is  that  not  correct? 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  further  ? 

Mr.  ALBERT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Was  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  invited  to  testify  on  the  bill 


which  was  reported  out  of  the  commit¬ 
tee? 

Mr.  ALBERT.  No,  because  the  testi¬ 
mony  was  all  in  at  that  time. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Why  was  he  not  in¬ 
vited? 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Was  he  invited  to  tes¬ 
tify  on  the  substitute  bill? 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Well,  I  am  asking  the 
chairman  of  the  wheat  subcommittee 
whether  or  not  the  department  was  in¬ 
vited  to  testify. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  I  might  say  when  we 
reported  out  the  original  bill,  I  said  to 
every  Member,  Democratic,  and  Repub¬ 
lican,  on  the  subcommittee,  “This  is  the 
best  I  can  do  but  I  am  willing  to  take 
any  Republican’s  bill  or  anybody’s  bill, 
if  you  have  anything  else  to  offer.”  And 
there  was  nothing  forthcoming  when  we 
concluded  our  work  in  the  subcommit¬ 
tee.  But  that  has  nothing  to  do  with 
the  merits  of  the  case  because  I  am  just 
trying  to  point  out  the  facts  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  argument  that  we  should 
take  only  the  figures  of  the  Department 
of  Agriculture. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ALBERT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that 
you  had  before  your  subcommittee  of¬ 
ficials  of  the  United  States  Department 
of  Agriculture  for  a  solid  week  and  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  was  accorded 
the  privilege  of  coming  before  the  com¬ 
mittee? 

Mr.  ALBERT/"  The  gentleman  is  cor¬ 
rect  and  the  Secretary  did  appear  be¬ 
fore  the  full  committee.  There  is  no 
argument  about  that. 

Mr.  KITCHEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ALBERT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KITCHIN.  The  gentleman  from 
from  Oklahoma,  the  chairman  of  the 
subcommittee  on, wheat,  has  brought  up 
a  point  which  I  think  emphasizes  the 
confusion  of  Members  of  both  sides  of 
the  aisle  and  those  of  us  who  do  not 
know  much  about  wheat,  and  I  consider 
myself  as  being  in  that  category.  He 
has  brought  out  the  point  that  thergrts 
a  difference  of  some  three-quarter  bil¬ 
lion  dollars  in  the  estimates  made  by  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa  and  the  statement 
that  has  just  been  made  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Oklahoma.  The  gentleman 
from  Iowa  said  yesterday,  if  he  is  cor¬ 
rectly  quoted  in  the  Record,  that  this 
would  cost  an  additional  $140  million 
to  the  taxpayers.  The  statement  has 
been  made  here  by  the  gentleman  from 
Kansas  [Mr.  Breeding]  yesterday  and 
by  the  gentleman  now  occupying  the 
well,  the  gentleman  from  Oklahoma 
[Mr.  Albert]  to  the  effect  that  this  would 
be  a  saving  of  $528  million  over  a  2-year 
period  to  the  taxpayers.  Now  this  dif¬ 
ference  of  some  three-quarter  billion 
dollars,  I  think,  should  be  clarified  and 
someone  should  be  able  to  furnish  a 
reasonably  accurate  statement  for  the 
benefit  of  the  House.  I  think  there 
should  be  some  justification  of  these 
figures. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  If  I  have  the  time,  I 
will  try  to  justify  the  figures.  Now  here 
is  the  situation.  The  minority  report, 
and  that  is  the  same  language  that  the 


gentleman  refers  to,  estimates  the  reduc¬ 
tion  in  wheat  output  probably  would  be 
less  than  15  percent,  but  it  entirely  omits 
consideration  of  increased  penalties  f 01- 
over  planting  or  the  reduction  of  the  15 
acre  exemption,  which  alone  would  ac¬ 
count  for  one-third  of  this  amount.  In 
addition,  it  makes  the  assumption  that 
great  increases  will  result  from  increased 
fertilization  and  new  techniques.  Now, 
will  we  get  a  big  breakthrough  in  fertil¬ 
ization?  The  experts  do  not  say  so,  and 
you  have  to  assume  that,  if  we  are  going 
to  reach  the  conclusion  that  they  reach. 
The  experts  did  not  say  so.  But,  I  say 
to  my  friend,  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina,  that  if  we  do  get  a  big  break¬ 
through  in  fertilization,  it  will  not  make 
any  difference  whether  wheat  is  sup¬ 
ported  at  75  percent  or  95  percent,  we 
will  still  be  paying  more  than  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  can  afford.  Once  you  get 
another  big  breakthrough,  all  price  sup¬ 
port  programs  on  wheat  are  finished. 
There  is  no  question  about  that. 

Here  is  the  important  point,  the  point 
they  overlook,  I  personally  think  this  bill 
will  cut  production  25  percent.  This  is 
not  just  a  layman’s  opinion;  I  have 
talked  to  wheat  men  all  over  the  country. 
But  here  is  the  point,  even  the  minority 
report,  even  the  Department  admits  that 
this  25  percent  cut,  this  tightening  up,  is 
going  to  get  disappearance  below  pro¬ 
duction  and  that  is  the  important  thing. 
If  the  farmers  offered  to  give  their  wheat 
to  the  Government,  the  Government 
could  not  afford  to  take  it  in  view  of 
carrying  charges. 

The  thing  that  is  running  up  the  cost 
of  the  program  is  not  the  initial  invest¬ 
ment,  but  the  mounting  costs  of  sur¬ 
pluses  which  have  already  gone  and 
which  are  continuing  to  go  into  the  ware¬ 
houses  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpo¬ 
ration. 

This  bill  will  stop  the  accumulation  of 
surpluses  and,  in  stopping  them,  will  stop 
the  continuing  year  after  year  cost  to 
the  Government  on  the  same  wheat  over 
and  over  again. 

This  bill  will  get  wheat  out  of  Govern¬ 
ment  warehouses  and  in  the  end  will  be 
of  benefit  to  both  the  fanner  and  the 
taxpayer. 

The  minority  assertion  that  this  bill 
will  result  in  $200  million  increased  ex¬ 
port  subsidy  costs  is  simply  fantastic. 

Exports  subsidies  on  wheat  are  now 
paid  in  kind. 

It  will  take  about  45  million  additional 
•  bushels  of  wheat  to  pay  the  increased 
export  subsidies  under  this  bill. 

If  this  wheat  were  valued  at  market 
price  the  increased  export  subsidy  cost 
would  be  less  than  $90  million. 

But  this  payment  in  kind  using  surplus 
wheat  for  which  there  is  no  market  and 
on  which  storage  and  handling  charges 
exceed  20  cents  a  bushel  a  year  repre¬ 
sents  no  additional  Government  outlay 
whatsoever. 

The  same  logic  applies  to  the  state¬ 
ment  in  the  minority  report  that  pay= 
ments  in  kind  to  producers  for  not  har¬ 
vesting  a  crop  on  their  diverted  wheat 
lands  would  increase  Government  costs 
$180  million  a  year. 

These  payments  do  not  increase  Gov¬ 
ernment  outlays  since  the  wheat  is  al- 
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ready  on  hand.  The  minority  has  sim¬ 
ply  been  misinformed  by  the  administra¬ 
tion  which  hopes  to  discredit  all  pro¬ 
posals  except  its  own.  This  bill  will  re¬ 
duce  wheat  production  below  current 
disappearance.  It  will  reduce  Govern¬ 
ment  costs  substantially.  It  will  also 
protect  wheatgrowers’  incomes  and  the 
interest  of  feed  grain-livestock  pro¬ 
ducers. 

For  these  reasons  we  believe  this  bill 
merits  broad  support. 

Now,  there  has  been  a  lot  of  talk  re¬ 
cently  about  vetoes.  I  do  not  know 
whether  anybody  here  today  has  an  ad¬ 
vance  message  from  the  White  House 
whether  this  bill  will  be  vetoed  or  not. 
I  know  that  so  far  as  I  am  concerned 
the  President  of  the  United  States  has 
his  responsibilities.  I  have  mine.  I 
know  also  that  if  the  President  signs 
this  bill  the  responsibility  for  failure  to 
decrease  mounting  wheat  surpluses  in 
this  country  will  not  be  his  alone.  I 
know  further  that  if  Congress  enacts 
and  the  President  signs  this  bill,  the  re¬ 
sponsibility  for  the  failure  of  the  law,  if 
it  does  fail,  will  rest  on  the  Congress  of 
''the  United  States,  and  I  will  be  willing 
to  assume  that  responsibility. 

I  know  also,  and  the  President  of  the 
United  States  knows,  that  if  he  vetoes 
this  bill  the  responsibility  will  be  his. 
I  know  further  that  if  the  President  of 
the  United  States  vetoes  this  bill  he  will 
veto  a  lot  of  legislative  reforms,  so  far 
as  the  wheat  law  is  concerned,  reforms 
that  he  himself  has  requested. 

In  his  message  to  the  Congress  on 
January  29,  the  President  sent  up  his 
recommendations  in  which  he  men¬ 
tioned  that  two  routes  were  open  to  the 
Members  of  Congress  in  dealing  with 
the  wheat  problem:  The  first  he  called 
the  relaxation  of  controls  route  and 
which  he  recommended  in  the  longtime 
interests  of  wheat  farmers.  The  second 
he  called  the  control  route  and  with 
respect  to  which  he  said: 

The  control  aspect  of  this  approach  is 
drastic  regimentation  which  Congress  has 
not  been  willing  to  impose.  While  this  ap¬ 
proach  might  have  merit  for  an  emergency 
adjustment  period,  it  would  not  be  in  the 
best  longtime  interest  of  wheatgrowers 
and  agriculture  generally. 

Mark  you,  that  the  President  has  said 
that  the  control  route  might  have  merit 
for  an  emergency  adjustment  period. 

Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  if  ever  an  emer¬ 
gency  adjustment  period  was  upon  us 
that  emergency  adjustment  period  is 
upon  us  now. 

The  President  of  the  United  States 
said  in  his  message  of  January  29  that 
if  the  emergency  concept  is  to  be  re¬ 
tained  then  certain  things  should  be 
done  and  here  are  some  of  the  things  he 
mentioned: 

First,  the  President  said  we  should 
eliminate  the  provision  allowing  any 
farmer  to  produce  up  to  15  acres  of 
wheat:  Well,  your  committee  has  not 
seen  fit  to  eliminate  the  provision  but  it 
has  plugged  a  big  loophole  by  not  per¬ 
mitting  new  farms  to  come  in  at  the  rate 
of  100,000  per  year  and  by  reducing  the 
15-acre  exemption  to  12  or  the  highest 
planted  in  the  last  3  years.  It  has  taken 
substantial  action  to  give  effect  to  this 
recommendation  of  the  President. 


The  President  has  asked  that  we  in¬ 
crease  the  penalty  rate  for  overplanting 
to  the  point  that  will  stop  the  practice. 
This  we  have  done  beyond  any  question 
of  doubt. 

The  President  has  told  us  we  should 
base  penalties  for  overplanting  on  ac¬ 
tual  overproduction  rather  than  upon 
normal  yields  per  acre.  This  we  have 
done  practically  as  recommended  by  the 
President  of  the  United  States. 

The  President  of,  the  United  States 
has  said  we  should  eliminate  the  55- 
million-acre  minimum.  For  the  life  of 
this  bill,  we  have  cut  that  minimum  by 
one-quarter. 

The  only  thing  that  the  President  of 
the  United  States  recomended,  that  was 
of  any  substantial  importance  and  that 
is  not  in  this  bill,  was  that  we  base  price 
supports  on  a  percentage  of  the  average 
market  price  of  the  immediately  preced¬ 
ing  years  or,  if  the  present  standard  is 
retained,  give  the  Secretary  the  same 
discretion  he  has  for  most  other  com¬ 
modities.  Now  we  are  not  willing  to  cut 
the  allotments  of  the  wheat  farmers  of 
this  country  by  25  percent  and  at  the 
same  time  reduce  support  prices  to  an 
amount  that  will  be  the  equivalent  of  40 
cents  per  bushel  the  first  year  and  prob¬ 
ably  an  additional  15  cents  or  20  cents 
the  second'  year.  Nor  are  we  willing  to 
turn  over  to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
the  discretion  as  to  what  wheat  farmers 
will  receive  in  the  way  of  price  supports 
from  our  Government. 

This  is  not  an  arbitrary  law.  If  34 
percent  of  the  wheat  fanners  of  this 
country  do  not  like  the  control  features 
of  this  bill  they  may  turn  them  down. 
In  that  event  wheat  farmers  will  be  per¬ 
mitted  to  grow  all  the  wheat  they  want 
to  grow  and  to  receive  for  it  50  percent 
of  parity.  This  will  be  pretty  close  to 
the  world  price,  and  does  anybody  here 
think  that  wheat  farmers  or  any  other 
farmers  should  be  permitted  to  have 
unlimited  production  and  receive  at  the 
same  time  a  guarantee  substantially 
above  the  world  price? 

The  fanners  have  a  choice.  They 
have  a  choice  that  they  do  not  have 
under  the  present  law,  a  choice  on  the 
one  hand  of  giving  themselves  a  right 
to  unlimited  production  if  they  want  it 
and  at  the  same  time  to  get  an  across 
the  board  guaranteed  minimum  price 
support,  or  on  the  other  hand,  90  per¬ 
cent  supports  and  controlled  produc¬ 
tion.  Under  present  law  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  is  obligated  to  support 
wheat  prices  in  the  event  marketing 
quotas  are  defeated  in  referendum  only 
to  those  growers  who  comply  with  their 
allotments. 

This  bill  is  not  a  handout  for  agricul¬ 
ture.  The  wheat  farmers  certainly  in  the 
short  run  would  much  prefer  to  have  the 
present  program,  to  keep  present  al¬ 
lotments  and  to  receive  a  guaranteed 
price  of  around  $1.80  per  bushel.  They 
can  do  pretty  well  under  this  program, 
but  in  the  long  time  interest  of  the 
wheat  farmers  of  this  country  and  in  the 
immediate  interest  of  the  taxpayers  and 
consumers  of  this  country,  and  in  the 
name  of  commonsense,  the  time  has 
come  for  Congress  to  enact  some  kind  of 
law  which  will  stop  this  business  of  pay¬ 
ing  farmers  to  grow  things  for  which  we 


have  no  present  or  prospective  need. 
It  would  be  much  better  to  subsidize 
farmers  outright — to  pay  them  not  to 
plant — than  to  pay  them  to  go  through 
the  work  and  motion  of  planting  and 
producing  something,  while  depleting 
our  soil — something  that  we  cannot  eat, 
sell,  or  give  away  at  home'  or  abroad. 

,  This  bill  is  an  effort,  a  hard  effort,  on 
the  part  of  this  committee  to  deal  with 
the  problem  responsibility.  It  is  not  a 
bill  that  is  designed  to  bring  popularity 
to  those  who  sponsor  it,  but  it  is  a  bill 
designed  honestly  and  after  long  con¬ 
sideration  to  do  a  job  that  only  the  Con¬ 
gress  can  do  and  to  do  it  now. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
15  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Okla¬ 
homa  [Mr.  Belcher],  ranking  minority 
member  of  the  Subcommittee  on  Wheat 
of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture. 

(Mr.  BELCHER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
is  one  of  the  most  unique  occasions  I 
have  ever  experienced  since  I  have  been 
a  Member  of  Congress.  I  am  the  rank¬ 
ing  minority  member  of  the  Wheat  Sub¬ 
committee,  and  my  good  friend  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Albert]  is 
chairman  of  the  Wheat  Subcommittee. 
This  is  one  of  the  very  few  times  that 
we  have  ever  differed  on  nearly  any¬ 
thing.  He  is  a  Methodist  and  I  am  a 
Methodist:  a  great  Methodist  univer¬ 
sity  conferred  an  honorary  doctor  of 
laws  degree  upon  both  of  us  at  the  same 
time  last  year  because  they  did  not  want 
to  show  partiality.  He  and  I  are  bridge 
partners  occasionally  in  bridge  tourna¬ 
ments.  He  and  I  are  both  backers  of 
the  University  of  Oklahoma  which  we 
both  attended. 

I  think  he  is  one  of  the  most  ob¬ 
jective-minded  and  one  of  the  finest 
Members  that  has  ever  been  sent  to  this 
Congress  from  any  State. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield,  the  gentleman  knows  my  personal 
affection  for  him,  aijfl  he  knows  I  never 
have  been  able  to  understand  why  a 
man  who  was  such  a  good  Methodist, 
such  a  good  Oklahoman,  could  be  so 
wrong  in  his  politics. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  I  can  readily  under¬ 
stand  why  he  would  say  that,  when  he 
comes  from  a  State  that  last  year  caused 
the  greatest  landslide  in  the  history  of 
the  United  States  and  threatened  such 
a  prairie  fire  that  to  this  very  moment 
I  do  not  know  how  I  got  through  it 
without  being  burned.  In  addition  to 
that,  I  want  to  congratulate  the  ma¬ 
jority  side  of  this  House  for  elevating 
my  good  friend  to  a  position  of  leader¬ 
ship.  I  do  not  think  you  could  have 
done  better.  I  appreciate  your  action 
and  I  am  grateful  for  this  elevation  of  a 
friend  of  mine. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  will  say  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  the  wheat  bill  that  never  in 
the  history  of  this  Congress  has  a  man 
more  earnestly  and  sincerely  attempted 
to  come  up  with  a  wheat  bill  than  the 
chairman  of  this  subcommittee.  He 
heard  everybody  who  wanted  to  be 
heard,  and  he  heard  most  of  them  sev¬ 
eral  times,  and  then  if  they  had  any 
rebuttal  he  brought  them  back  and  let 
them  testify  again.  At  the  end  of  the 
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hearings  he  introduced  a  wheat  bill 
known  as  the  Albert  bill.  It  came  before 
our  subcommittee  and  was  passed  by 
the  subcommittee.  It  went  to  the  full 
committee  and  was  promptly  rejected 
by  the  full  committee. 

After  the  full  committee  had  decided 
to  reject  all  of  the  efforts  and  all  of  the 
information  that  had  been  collected  by 
the  subcommittee,  then,  and  after  they 
had  written  another  bill  and  that  bill 
had  not  been  introduced  by  any  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  subcommittee  and  no  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  subcommittee  seemed  to 
want  to  introduce  it,  although  one  or 
two  were  requested  in  open  meeting  to 
introduce  it,  a  tobacco  farmer  from 
North  Carolina  finally  introduced  a  bill, 
and  the  bill  before  you  is  the  bill  intro¬ 
duced  by  the  chairman  of  our  commit¬ 
tee.  He  is  the  man  who,  through  this 
bill,  is  seeking  to  raise  the  price  support 
on  wheat  to  90  percent,  the  same  man 
who  every  single  day  of  this  session  of 
Congress  has  been  putting  forth  his  ef¬ 
forts  to  reduce  the  price  support  on  the 
commodity  that  he  raises  from  90  pe- 
cent,  because  90  percent  is -ruining  the 
market  for  his  farmers.  Just  yesterday 
that  bill  reducing  the  price  supports  on 
tobacco  below  90  percent,  a  commodity 
that  has-  never  been  in  trouble,  a  com¬ 
modity  whose  program  has  always 
worked  perfectly,  and  if  you  don’t  be¬ 
lieve  that  I  can  say  I  have  the  authority 
of  one  of  the  best  tobacco  raisers  and 
one  of  the  greatest  agricultural  experts 
of  this  House,  the  chairman  of  the  Agri¬ 
culture  Committee  himself. 

He  has  made  the  statement  many 
times  that  the  tobacco  program  is  the 
one  perfect  program  that  has  been 
brought  about.  Yet  he  said  that  90  per¬ 
cent  is  ruinous  today,  and  because  he 
does  not  have  anything  to  do  with  wheat 
he  brings,  on  the  floor  of  the  House  a 
wheat  bill  \putting  it  in  the  90 -percent 
bracket. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  going  to  offer  a 
substitute,  and  I  think  at  this  point  it 
would,  be  a  good  idea  to  explain  the 
terms  of  both  of  these  bills.  A 'lot  of 
general  statements  have  been  made,  but 
the  exact  details  of  the  committee  bill 
have  never  been  presented  to  the  House, 
and  I  think  it  might  be  a  good  plan  to 
present  that  bill  and  present  the  bill  I 
intend  to  offer  as  a  substitute. 

The  committee  bill  raises  the  price 
support  from  75  to  90  percent.  It  cuts 
wheat  allotments  by  25  percent.  It 
tightens  up  the  controls  on  overproduc¬ 
tion.  It  reduces  the  15-acre  minimum 
to  12  acres.  As  I  said  before,  it  requires 
that  25  percent  of  the  wheat  allotment 
shall  be  laid  out  during  these  2  years. 

Now,  to  pay  the  farmer  for  laying  out 
the  25  percent,  if  he  does  not  use  these 
acres  for  any  other  crop,  and  very  few 
of  the  farmers  of  my  district  can  use 
it  for  any  other  crop,  he  is  paid  a  bonus 
out  of  the  wheat  surplus  that  is  now 
owned  by  the  U.S.  Government  of  one- 
third  of  the  average  yield  on  the  acres 
that  he  lays  out.  That  goes  as  a  bonus 
for  the  reduction  of  25  percent. 

In  the  discussion  of  the  cost  of  the 
program,  and  in  the  discussion  of  the 
reduction  of  production,  that  has  not 
been  mentioned  up  to  now.  A  third  of 
the  normal  yield  that  is  delivered  to  the 


farmer  in  kind  of  a  U.S.  warehouse  will 
in  turn  be  sold  by  the  farmer  in  the  open 
cash  market  to  break  the  cash  market 
for  the  price-support  wheat,  and  in  turn 
will  cause  him  to  go  out  and  buy  price- 
supported  wheat;  and  in  the  process  we 
delivered  wheat  that  has  been  bought  in 
at  the  75  percent  level,  we  put  that  in 
competition  with  the  90-percent  wheat, 
then  we  take  the  taxpayers’  money  and 
go  back  and  buy  that  wheat  for  90  per¬ 
cent. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  far  as  my  bill  is  con¬ 
cerned,  it  leaves  price  supports  exactly 
the  same,  exactly  where  it  is  today,  it 
leaves  wheat  acreage  allotments  exactly 
where  they  are.  It  does  eliminate  the 
15 -acre  exemption.  My  bill  for  the  first 
time  in  the  history  of  wheat  legislation 
puts  every  wheat  raiser  in  the  United 
States  on  exactly  the  same  basis. 

There  might  be  something  wrong  with 
not  treating  big, farmers  and  little  farm¬ 
ers  alike,  I  do  not  know,  but  you  hear  a 
lot  of  talk  about  big  farmers  and  little 
farmers.  I  am  not  for  big  farmers  or 
for  little  farmers.  I  have  a  few  big  farm¬ 
ers  and  a  lot  of  little  ones  in  my  district, 
and  I  have  never  on  the  floor  of  the 
House  or  as  a  Member  of  Congress  taken 
the  part  of  the  big  man  or  the  little  man. 
I  think  big  men  are  Americans  and  I 
think  litle  men  are  Americans.  If ,  you 
are  going  to  give  a  vote  to  the  wheat 
raisers,  you  cannot  say,  If  you  raise  14 
aci'es  you  cannot  vote;  if  you  raise  16 
acres  you  can  vote.  I  believe  in  giving 
every  wheat  raiser  in  America  the  same 
voice  and  vote  in  the  program.  I  be¬ 
lieve  in  putting  them  all  under  the  same 
price  level.  If  you  are  going  to  support 
one  you  should  support  the  other.  I  be¬ 
lieve  that  in  determining  allotments  "for 
little  fellows  they  should  be  determined 
on  the  same  basis  that  you  determine 
the  allotments  for  big  fellows.  If  a 
6-acre  farmer  overproduces,  he  should 
pay  the  same  penalty  as  a  16-acre  farm- 
er  that  overproduces.  All  farmers  in 
America  should  be  treated  alike,  in  my 
opinion.  That  is  all  my  bill  does.  My 
bill  retains  a  provision  in  the  committee 
bill  that  tightens  up  control  so  that  those 
fellows  who  plant  excess  acres,  overpro¬ 
duce  and  break  the  market  for  those  fel¬ 
lows  who  do  comply,  will  pay  a  65-per¬ 
cent  penalty  on  the  actual  bushels  they 
plant  in  excess. 

The  gentleman  from  Oklahoma  says, 
of  course,  that  I  represent  the  big  wheat 
farmers.  I  will  have  you  know,  first, 
there  are  85,000  wheat  farmers  in  Okla¬ 
homa.  Seventy-three  thousand  of  them 
have  less  than  an  allotment  of  100  acres. 
Here  is  a  letter  from  one  of  the  big  wheat 
farmers  I  represent.  This  gentleman 
is  a  war  veteran.  He  was  a  member  of 
the  Executive  Committee  of  the  Ameri¬ 
ca;!  Legion,  of  which  I  was  post  com¬ 
mander.  That  is  how  we  became  so  well 
acquainted. 

Here  is  a  letter  I  just  received  from 
him  a  few  days  ago,  but  after  the  Albert 
bill  was  reported  out  of  the  subcommit¬ 
tee  and  before  it  was  junked  and  the  new 
committee  bill  came  out.  This  is  his 
letter  to  me : 

Dear  Page:  X  am  writing  you  In  regard 
to  the  new  wheat  law  that  the  Agriculture 
Committee  thinks  is  O.K. 
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Page,  if  you  will  just  think  this  out  I  am 
sure  that  you  will  be  and  should  be  against 
it. 

Now  a  20  percent  cut  in  acreage  allotment 
even  with  your  10  percent  raise  in  parity 
will  not  let  us  small  farmers  remain  on  the 
farm. 

Now  if  you  are  for  the  big  farmers  getting 
bigger,  then  there  is  no  need  for  me  to  say 
more,  but  here  is  the  situation. 

On  our  home  place  we  have  only  a  60  acre 
(59.4)  allotment.  Now  20  percent  of  that 
is  12  acres  so  that  would  be  a  cut  to  48 
acres.  You  know  about  our  production  rec¬ 
ord  here  in  Garfield  County,  and  you  see  we 
could  not  make  a  living  on  that,  and  oats, 
barley,  etc.,  is  not  a  sure  enough  crop,  and 
oats  even  with  a  good  crop  sell  for  around 
50  cents  per  bushel,  so  it’s  not  much  of  a 
cash  crop  so  we  are  limited  as  you  know  to 
wheat. 

*  *  »  *  * 

Page,  things  for  the  small  farmer  are  get¬ 
ting  serious.  You  must  think  out  a  way 
for  us  to  have  enough  acreage  of  wheat  or 
we  must  go  to  town  which  will  make  more 
men  for  the  jobs  that  are  available  which  will 
lead  to  more  unemployment. 

***** 

There  is  an  old  saying,  “If  you  can’t  whip 
’em,  join  ’em”  so  if  you  Congressmen  can’t 
give  us  a  better  break  we  will  have  to  have 
you  find  us  jobs,  so  you  see  the  small  farm¬ 
er’s  situation  so  please  do  what  you  can  for 
us  or  there  won’t  be  any  of  us  left. 

Yours  sincerely, 

Paul  Dickerson, 

Enid,  Okla. 

Now,  this  is  one  of  the  big  wheat  farm¬ 
ers,  and  that  is  typical  of  the  wheat 
farmer,  I  might  say,  in  my  district.  A 
lot  have  bigger  allotments,  but  a  lot  do 
not.  Why  does  this  war  veteran  have  to 
be  cut  to  48  acres?  Simply  because  we 
have  permitted  wheat  to  move  out  of 
that  area  all  over  the  United  States,  and 
the  15-acre  minimum  has  made  it  possi¬ 
ble  for  a  fellow  who  never  raised  wheat 
before  to  take  that  on  as  a  sideline,  as 
a  little  extra  nest  egg  in  addition  to  his 
other  farm  income.  It  is  just  like  the 
man  with  a  permanent  job  who  mows 
lawns  after  supper  to  make  a  few  extra 
dollars.  My  wheat  farmers  depend  on 
wheat  for  a  living,  because  that  is  all 
they  can  raise.  Their  allotments  Nare 
down  below  the  minimum  at  this  time. 
The  elimination  of  the  15-acre  allotment 
will  not  work  a  hardship  on  anybody. 
It  puts  everybody  on  the  same  level  and 
certain  farmers  will  not  be  eliminated 
from  the  wheat  program.  But,  my 
amendment  provides,  if  he  is  a  wheat 
raiser,  he  will  be  under  the  program,  he 
will  have  the  same  number  of  acres  that 
he  always  planted.  If  every  one  of  my 
farmers  was  raising  as  much  wheat'  as 
they  always  have  raised,  there  would 
not  be  any  15 -acre  limitation.  I  have 
nothing  against  the  15-acre  farmer  or 
farm  of  any  size.  I  would  like  to  have 
them  all  put  in  the  same  buggy ;  all  given 
the  same  treatment. 

Mr.  LATTA.  Mi*.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BELCHER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Ohio. 

’  Mr.  LATTA.  Did  I  understand  the 
gentleman  to  s&y  that  the  wheat  farm¬ 
ers  in  Oklahoma  have  been  cut  and  that 
the  15 -acre  fellows  have  thereby  gained? 

Mr.  BELCHER.  I  made  the  statement 
that  the  wheat  grown  in  Oklahoma  has 
been  cut  by  40  percent  on  account  of 
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wheat  allotments  and  that  the  15-acre 
farmer  has  not  been  cut  at  all.  His 
wheat  acreage  has  been  raised  up  to  15 
acres. 

Mr.  LATTA.  Well,  the  figures  I  have 
show  that  in  1939  the  State  of  Okla¬ 
homa  had  3,783,954  acres  wheat  allot¬ 
ment;  in  1959  they  had  4,874,312,  or  an 
actual  gain  in  the  State  of  Oklahoma  of 
1,090,358,  or  a  net  percentage  gain  of 
28.8;  while  the  State  of  Ohio  has  been 
reduced  by  48  percent. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Oklahoma  has  expired. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
the  gentleman  10  additional  minutes. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Just  a  moment.  I 
can  readily  explain  that  to  you.  Here 
you  find  one  Member  from  Oklahoma 
on  that  side  and  one  on  this  side.  Wheat 
acreage  has  been  taken  out  of  my  dis¬ 
trict  and  the  fellows  over  in  Mr.  Albert’s 
district  have  started  planting  it. 

Mr.  FORD.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BELCHER.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Michigan. 

Mr.  FORD.  Under  your  bill,  do  you 
have  a  provision  permitting  a  farmer  to 
grow  wheat  on  his  farm  and  feed  it  to 
poultry,  for  example? 

Mr.  BELCHER.  That  is  correct,  and 
the  reason  I  have  not  more  thoroughly 
discussed  that  is  because  it  is  in  either 
bill.  The  same  provision  as  far  as  rais¬ 
ing  wheat  for  feed  on  the  farm  is  con¬ 
cerned  is  both  in  H.R.  7246  and  also  in 
my  bill.  You  can  raise  all  the  wheat 
you  want  to  on  your  farm  and  consume 
it  on  the  farm  under  either  bill. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  ,  On  this  matter  of  the 
15-acre  exemption,  I  think  the  House 
should  thoroughly  understand  it.  The 
15-acre  exemption  has  been  in  the  law 
for  many,  many  years.  The  gentleman 
knows  that.  It  has  undoubtedly  caused 
some"  shifts  in  acreage.  It  has  built  up 
certain  crop  practices,  so  that  there  are 
15-acre  farmers  who  depend  on  this  ex¬ 
emption,  and  this  will  prevent  them  from 
getting  it. 

I  want  to  say  this  to  my  friend,  and  I 
think  he  will  agree,  that  the  big  difficulty 
with  the  15-acre  proposition  has  not  been 
so  much  the  15-acre  exemption  as  it  was 
originally  given  but  the  fact  that  every 
year  about  100,000  new  15-acre  farms 
have  been  coming  along.  The  commit¬ 
tee  bill  will  stop  that  as  well  as  reduce 
the  exemption.  The  committee  bill  goes 
a  long  way  in  compromising. 

The  really  big  loophole  has  not  been 
the  15-acre  exemption  per  se  but  the  fact 
that  it  has  been  there  and  every  time  you 
have  a  cut  in  the  commercial  area,  f*5- 
acre  farms  have  increased.  That  is  what 
has  been  going  on  year  after  year.  The 
committee  bill  will  remedy  that  situation. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  I  agree  with  the  gen¬ 
tleman  that  it  has  been  the  continual 
increase  in  that  practice  which  has  in¬ 
creased  the  number  almost  1  million. 
And  it  was  testified  to  by  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  that  600  million  bushels 
of  the  present  surplus  has  been  created 
as  a  result  of  the  15-acre  minimum.  The 
removal  of  the  15 -acre  minimum  is  not 
going  to  take  very  much  away  from  any 
farmer  in  America.  But  the  removal  is 
going  to  permit  the  veteran  whose  letter 


I  have  just  read — and  those  farmers  are 
down  to  rogkbottom  in  those  wheat 
areas — it  is  going  to  permit  that  wheat 
area  to  still  be  in  the  wheat  business,  but 
it  will  prevent  the  fellow  who  joined  the 
wheat  program  under  the  15-acre  exemp¬ 
tion  to  go  back  and  raise  the  crop  that 
he  raised  before  that. 

Mr.,  HORAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BELCHER.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman. 

Mr.  HORAN.  I  think  the  gentleman 
brought  out  plainly  this  imbalance  that 
has  been  brought  about  and  that  needs 
to  be  corrected.  We  are  now  producing 
600  million  bushels  on  land  that  prob¬ 
ably  is  not  fitted  for  millable  wheat. 
Would  the  gentleman  like  to  comment 
on  the  high  moisture  climate  where 
some  of  this  wheat  is  produced  and  pro¬ 
duced  in  rather  large  bushelage? 

Mr.  BELCHER.  I  agree  with  my  col¬ 
league  from.  Oklahoma  that  most  of  the 
15  acres  have  been  planted  in  the  past 
few  years  and  that  there  has  been  about 
a  100,000  increase  each  year.  Every  sin¬ 
gle  one  of  those  fellows  that  has  come 
in  under  this  exemption  is  one  who  did 
not  feel  that  it  was  profitable  to  grow 
wheat  until  we  made  that  exemption. 
Ever  since  the  country  was  opened,  they 
have  grown  some  other  crop  and  they 
only  joined  the  wheat  program  when  it 
became  more  profitable  to  sell  wheat  un¬ 
der  the  umbrella  held  over  their  heads 
by  the  actual  wheat  raiser.  So  I  do  not 
think  you  are  going  to  work  so  much  of 
a  hardship  on  the  15-acre  boy  because 
all  of  his  life  he  has  raised  something 
else  anyway,  until  he  had  a  chance  to 
get  in  the  wheat  program.  He  can  go 
back  and  plant  the  same  thing  that  he 
planted  before  that. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  discuss  one 
part  of  this  bill  that  is  going  to  interest 
those  people  who  represent  the  great 
consumer  areas  of  this  country.  As  a 
man  who  represents  one  of  the  great 
wheat  districts  of  this  country,  and  a 
great  agricultural  section  of  the  United 
States,  I  have  always  been  deeply  grate¬ 
ful  for  the  generosity  that  has  been  dis¬ 
played  by  those  Congressmen  who  rep¬ 
resent  strictly  taxpayers  and  consumers. 
Year  after  year  when  these  farm  bills 
have  come  before  the  House,  the  great 
majority  leader  on  this  side  whose  con¬ 
stituents  do  not  get  a  dime’s  worth  of 
benefit  directly  out  of  a  farm  program — 
although  I  want  to  assure  him  that  even 
his  constituents  do  get  some  indirect 
benefits,  because  a  prosperous  agricul¬ 
ture  certainly  tends  to  a  prosperous 
America  and  if  everybody  is  prosperous, 
the  people  in  his  district  are  prosperous, 
too — he  has  stood  on  the  floor  of  this 
House  and  has  backed  programs  that 
did  not  bring  any  direct  benefits  to  his 
people.  For  that  I  have  been  extremely 
grateful  as  a  member  of  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture.  But  I  think  that  we 
members  of  the  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture  owe  a  duty  to  these  people  who  have 
voted  all  these  yeai’s  for  our  programs, 
not  to  embarrass  them  any  more  than 
is  possible.  When  we  go  into  the  next 
campaign  and  some  unscrupulous  candi¬ 
date  for  Congress  raises  the  issue  that, 
“You  voted  for  90  percent  parity  at  the 
very  time  that  there  were  1,400  million 


bushels  of  wheat” — and  65  million 
pounds  of  it  stored  in  my  home  town — ■ 
it  might  be  a  little  hard  for  you  to  ex¬ 
plain.  They  might  also  ask  you,  How 
come  you  voted  for  $2.13  a  bushel  for 
the  wheat  that  goes  into  the  bread  and 
pastries  and  cookies  that  his  family  eats? 
I  know  that  members  of  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture  can  explain  that.  But 
I  also  want  to  tell  you  that  you  might 
run  up  against  some  thickheaded  con¬ 
stituent  up  there  who  could  not  under¬ 
stand  how  you  could  pay  $2.13  for  wheat 
and  have  bread  cheaper  than  paying 
$1.81. 

You  might  not  have  all  fellows  who 
understand  the  agricultural  problem  like 
the  gentleman  from  Texas  or  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  North  Carolina  who  intro¬ 
duced  this  bill.  But,  when  the  campaign 
is  on,  and  of  course  I  know  a  lot  of  you 
fellows  over  on  that  side  are  in  a  unique 
position,  a  lot  more  unique  than  mine, 
it  is  only  necessary  for  some  of  you  to 
follow  the  party.  Well,  out  in  Oklahoma 
when  I  represent  600  thousand  of  the 
hardest  headed,  clearest  thinking,  inde¬ 
pendent  Americans,  and  I  cannot  go 
back  and  say,  “The  reason  I  voted  for 
a  certain  bill  against  your  interest  is 
because  I  was  following  the  party.”  That 
is  not  a  good  answer  in  my  district  and 
especially  in  view  of  the  70,000  majority 
that  struck  me  right  in  the  face  last 
year  and  this  prairie  fire  I  just  got  out 
of.  I  am  going  to  have  to  have  a  good 
explanation  for  those  taxpayers.  When 
I  go  and  talk  to  my  farmers  and  say, 
“Yes,  I  voted  to  up  the  price  of  wheat 
from  $1.81  to  $2.13  to  save  you  money.” 
They  are  going  to  say,  “How  much  money 
would  you  have  saved  if  you  had  not 
raised  the  price  of  wheat?”  I  am  not 
going  to  have  Members  on  this  side  of 
the  Cominittee  on  Agriculture  go  around 
there  to  help  me  explain  it.  Maybe  some 
of  those  things  sound  all  right  in  the 
committee,  but  I  would  have  to  go  out 
to  some  of  these  farmez’s  that  I  have  and 
sit  on  the  wagon  tongue  all  afternoon 
to  explain  that.  I  do  not  have  that  kind 
of  time.  Are  you  gentlemen  represent¬ 
ing  the  city  disti’icts  going  to  have  the 
time  to  sit  down  in  the  kitchen  of  evei’y 
single  one  of  your  housewives  and  ex¬ 
plain  to, them  that  you  raised  the  price 
of  wheat  from  $1.81  to  $2.13  so  that  they 
could  buy  bread  cheaper  and  buy  flour 
cheaper  and  save  them  money?  Are 
you  going  to  be  able  to  go  out  in  the 
farm  areas  and  say,  “I  cut  your  acreage 
so  low  that  you  cannot  make  any  money 
no  matter  what  the  pi-ice  is?” 

Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

MilBELCHER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee.  The  gentle¬ 
man  seems  to  have  the  political  situa¬ 
tion  well  in  hand.  Will  the  gentleman 
tell  me  how  I  can  explain  to  my  Ten¬ 
nessee  fai’mers  how  I  could  vote  for  the 
Belcher  amendment  which  would  elimi¬ 
nate  the  15-aci’e  exemption? 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Well,  I  would  go 
back  to  those  farmei-s  and  say,  “Listen  I 
think  you  farmers  here  in  Tennessee 
that  I  represent” - 

Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee.  I  hope  the 
gentleman  will  not  try  to  make  a  de¬ 
feated  candidate  out  of  me.  Let  us  talk 
politics. 
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Mr.  BELCHER.  I  am  giving  you  your 
answer  to  your  Tennessee  fanners.  You 
should  go  back  to  your  district  and  say 
to  your  Tennessee  farmers,  “I  thought  I 
represented  the  finest  citizens  in  Amer¬ 
ica.  I  did  not  think  I  represented  a  group 
of  citizens  who  wanted  an  advantage 
over  any  other  group  in  the  gentleman  s 
district.” 

Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee.  I  would  re¬ 
mind  the  gentleman  that  the  official  re¬ 
porter  is  taking  this  down  and  I  am  go¬ 
ing  to  quote  him. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Then  the  gentleman 
from  Tennessee  should  say,  '“For  that 
reason  I  voted  to  give  you  the  same 
privileges  that  the  wheat  farmers  in 
Oklahoma  have.  You  have  the  same 
vote  and  the  same  price  support  and 
the  same  penalties  and  the  same  method 
of  getting  an  allotment.” 

Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee.  But,  you 
would  take  it  away.  x 

Mr.  BELCHER.  If  the  gentleman  will 
wait  just  a  moment  and  let  me  finish. 
Does  the  gentleman  from  Tennessee  not 
think  that  he  is  representing  a  citizen-  1 
ship  that  is  honorable  and  honest  and 
fair-minded  enough  to  want  to  be 
treated  just  like  all  other  farmers  are 
treated? 

Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee.  They  are  as 
honorable  and  honest  but  they  are  just, 
as  greedy  -as  your  constituents  and  they 
want  all  that  they  can  get. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Well,  I  am  telling 
you.  Maybe  this  sounds  funny,  but  if 
the  gentleman  from  Tennessee  would 
listen  just  1  minute.  If  you  are  talking 
about  being  greedy,  I  have  an  opportu¬ 
nity  here  today  to  get — 90  percent  of 
parity  for  these  farmers  out  there  in 
Oklahoma,  if  I  just  wanted  to  be  greedy. 
L  could  accept  the  committee  bill  and  go 
back  to  them  and  say,  “Do  you  know 
what  I  did?  I  upped  your  price  sup¬ 
ports.”  But,  I  am  not  going  to  be  that 
greedy  because  I  know  it  is  not  good  for 
them.  I  know  it  is  not  good  for  Amer¬ 
ica.  I  know  it  is  not  good  for  the  State 
of  Tennessee. 

Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee.  It  is  not  good 
for  the  State  of  Oklahoma,  the  State  of 
Tennessee  or  for  America  to  have  2  V2 
billion  bushels  of  wheat  in  surplus,  now 
is  it,  may  I  ask  the  gentleman  from 
Oklahoma? 

Mr.  BELCHER,  That  is  right.  I  want 
to  reduce  that  surplus  without  wrecking 
the  farm  economy  or  the  taxpayers, 
either,  in  the  same  process. 

Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee.  How  are 
you  going  to  reduce  it  unless  you  have  a 
drought  or  cut  the  acreage? 

Mr.  BELCHER.  This  elimination  of 
the  15  acre  exemption  will  eliminate 
enough  of  it  to  balance  the  production 
without  increasing  the  costs. 

Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee.  In  other 
words,  you  just  want  to  destroy  the  little 
farmers  and  say  to  the  big  farmers  that 
they  can  continue  to  plant  all  they  want. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  This  big  40-acre 
farmer  that  I  have  here,  I  want  that  poor 
devil  to  live  on  that  40-acre  farm  just 
the  same  as  your  farmer  that  raises  100 
acres  of  corn  lives. 

Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee.  Well,  be  they 
devil  or  saint,  I  know  of  very  few  wheat 
producers  in  your  area  that  produce  as 


little  as  40  acres  of  wheat.  I  had  the 
privilege  of  driving  through  your  beauti¬ 
ful  hometown  of  Enid  a  couple  of  years 
ago.  There  I  saw  a  wide  expanse  of 
country  in  wheat  production.  I  thought 
to  myself  then,  “Well,  certainly  these 
people  are  doing  well.  They  are  selling 
their  wheat  at  high  prices  and  are  being 
supported  at  a  comparatively  high  level 
and  at  the  same  time  they  are  able  to 
produce  and  grow  a  crop  on  all  the  land 
that  they  can  afford.”  But,  we  want  to 
have  just  a  little  bit  of  wheat  to  take  up 
the  slack  as  we  have  been  doing  for  a 
hundred  years  in  the  State  of  Tennessee. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Well,  now,  does  the 
gentleman  want  to  give  all  niy  people  in 
the  State  of"Oklahoma,  in  my  area,  the 
right  to  raise  15  acres  of  cotton  and  let 
us  take  it  out  of  your  allotment? 

Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee. '  If  they  ever 
raised  cotton  in  their  lives  out  there, 
they  are  raising  it  today. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  They  arc  raising  less 
cotton  in  the  State  of  Oklahoma  than 
they  ever  did. 

Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee.  My  farmers 
have  been  cut  just  like  your  farmers  have 
been  cut  in  cotton.  * 

Mr.  BELCHER.  But  not  one  single 
acre  went  to  farmers  in  the  State  of 
Oklahoma  under  any  kind  of  exemption. 
We  have  been  treated  just  like  you  have 
been  treated  in  the  cotton  program. 
You  treat  every  farmer  I  know  just  the 
same  under  the  tobacco  program. 

Mr.  BASS  ofi  Tennessee.  Four  years 
ago  when  tobacco  was  in  the  same  situa¬ 
tion  as  wheat  is  now,  we  came  on  the 
floor  of  this  House  and  asked  the  farmers 
to  take  a  2  5 -percent  cut  at  one  time  and 
a  10-percent  cut  the  next  year.  They 
took  it. 

I  will  say  to  the  gentleman  that  price 
control  leads  to  greater  production  un¬ 
less  there  is  effective  crop  control, 
whether  tee  support  price  is  90,  50,  or 
some  other  percentage. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Just  one  minute.  Do 
not  take  over  5  minutes  of  my  time. 

Now  let  me  get  back  to  controlling 
productioh.  Let  me  say  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Tennessee  and  to  the  gentle¬ 
men  from  these  other  15-acre  States, 
you  are  not  controlling  any  production 
unless  you  are  willing  to  control  your¬ 
selves.  If  you  are  willing  to  control 
your  production  it  will  work, 

Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee.  The  com¬ 
mittee  bill  would,  if  it  gave  my  15 -acre 
men  the  same  as  yours  gets,  and  under 
exemption  only  the  15-acre  farmer  gets 
hurt.  I  am  saying  for  my  people  they 
cannot  do  it. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  It  is  just  like  me  say¬ 
ing  I  will  take  $15  from  you  and  I  will 
give  you  $3  back,  so  look  what  we  are 
doing  for  you.  You  take  15  acres  away 
from  us  and  then  give  3  acres  back  and 
tell  us  how  you  are  being  cut. 

Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee.  I  am  not 
even  saying  that  to  my  farmers  in  Ten¬ 
nessee.  I  do  not  see  how  there  can  be 
any  new  15-acre  farmers.  What  am  I 
to  say  to  those  who  expect  this  year  to 
plant  15  acres  next  year  and  be  able  to 
sell  it  on  the  market? 

Mr.  HAGEN.  You  ask  the  gentleman 
if  he  supported  what  the  Congress  pro¬ 
vided  on  tobacco  the  other  day. 


Mr.  BELCHER.  There  is  quite  a  dif¬ 
ference  between  the  two  bills. 

Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee.  I  will  say  to 
the  gentleman  that  most  of  the  tobacco 
producers  in  my  district  grow  their,  to¬ 
bacco  on  a  very  small  acreage.  Were 
they  to  increase  the  acreage  to  2  acres 
they  would  produce  more  tobacco  than 
could  be  sold  in  the  entire  world,  let 
alone  the  United  States. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  If  you  were  to  give  2 
acres  to  every  farmer  in  Oklahoma,  you 
know  what  .would  happen.  But  I  can¬ 
not  yield  further  to  the  gentleman. 
Why  does  he  not  get  a  little  time  on  his 
side? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Oklahoma  has  expired. 

(Mr.  HOEVEN  yielded  3  additional 
minutes  to  Mr.  Belcher.) 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Another  thing  I  just 
want  to  say  that  if  you  get  the  oppor¬ 
tunity,  whether  you  represent  one  sec¬ 
tion  of  the  country  or  the  other  you  have 
got  to  justify  the  cost  to  your  taxpayers; 
and,  after  all,  every  single  wheat  farmer 
is  a  taxpayer.  You  will  not  under  my 
bill  have  to  go  to  him  and  justify  a  price 
rise  from  $1.81  to  $2.13' a  bushel.  But 
remember  at  the  same  time  every  in¬ 
crease  in  the  cost  of  wheat  is  reflected  in 
the  cost  of  bread.  The  cost  of  bread  has 
been  going  up  over  the  years  and  is  still 
rising.  With  wheat  at  $2.13  a  bushel 
when  somebody  next  year  says  the  price 
of  bread  went  up  2  cents  a  loaf  because 
you  got  $2.13  instead  of  $1.81  a  bushel 
for  your  wheat,  how  are  you  going  to 
explain  that  to  your  taxpayers?  I  am 
not  asking  you  tp  do  that.  I  am  not  ask¬ 
ing  you  to  raise  price  supports. 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Illinois.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BELCHER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  O'HARA  of  Illinois.  I  am  one  of 
those  city  fellows  who  need  advice.  Will 
the  gentleman  clarify  what  he  is  advis¬ 
ing  us  to  do?  Are  we  to  vote  according 
to  political  expediency? 

Mr.  BELCHER.  I  can  tell  you  how 
you  can  vote  according  to  the  welfare 
of  the  country  and  political  expediency 
at  the  same  time. 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Illinois.  I  am  afraid 
the  gentleman  did  not  understand  my 
question.  Is  the  gentleman  advising  me 
to  vote  from  political  advantage  or  dis¬ 
advantage,  or  to  vote  according  to  the 
welfare  of  my  own  people  and  my  own 
conscience? 

Mr.  BELCHER.  I  want  to  say  to  every 
Member  of  this  Congress  that  during  the 
9  years  I  have  been  here  I  have  not  ques¬ 
tioned  the  motives  of  any  man  and  I  do 
not  intend  to  do  so  today.  I  hope  that 
no  friend  in  this  House  votes  for  this  bill 
because  he  is  a  friend  of  mine,  and  if  I 
have  any  enemies  I  hope  that  none  vote 
against  it  for  that  reason.  I  advise  the 
gentleman  to  select  between  the  two  bills, 
use  the  best  intelligence  and  judgment 
that  the  good  Lord  gave  you  and  let  your 
conscience  be  your  guide.  If  it  says  my 
amendment  is  better,  then  you  should 
vote  for  it.  If  it  does  not,  then  vote  for 
the  committee  bill. 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Illinois.  I  wish  to  get 
the  gentleman’s  advice  clearly.  Remem¬ 
ber,  I  am  a  city  fellow  and  need  guidance 
in  how  I  should  vote.  If  I  vote  to  help 
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the  farmer  would  I  be  doing  a  foolish 
thing  for  a  man  coming  from  the  city? 
Is  that  what  the  gentleman  is  telling  me? 

Mr.  BELCHER.  I  cannot  understand 
the  gentleman. 

Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee.  The  gentle¬ 
man  from  Oklahoma  knows  that  the 
price  of  wheat  by  the  bushel  has  no  more 
effect  on  the  price  of  a  loaf  of  bread  than 
the  price  of  cotton  has  on  a  silk  suit. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  The  gentleman  might 
have  a  thickheaded  taxpayer  in  his  dis¬ 
trict  that  cannot  understand  how  you  can 
pay  $2.13 - 

Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee.  I  do  not  have 
any  in  my  district,  sir. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  I  wish  the  gentleman 
on  my  time  would  at  least  listen  to  my 
answer. 

Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee.  I  will. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  I  tried  to  be  courteous 
to  every  one  of  you  and  yielded  to  all  of 
you.  You  took  about  two -thirds  of  my 
time. 

Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee.  I  will  listen. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  I  may  say  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  regardless  of  what  you  want  to 
do  as  far  as  this  bill  is  concerned,  what 
you  do  is  O.K.  with  me.  I  say  to  every 
Member  of  this  House:  Vote  your  own 
conscience,  use  your  own  judgment. 
Whether  you  vote  for  me  or  not  is  all 
right  with  me.  I  have  presented  what 
I  sincerely  and  conscientiously  believe, 
after  living  in  the  wheat  area  for  60 
years,  to  be  good  for  the  entire  country. 
I  have  sought  to  treat  every  wheat  farmer 
alike,  I  have  sought  to  treat  all  taxpayers 
alike.  I  brought  in  what  I  think  is  a 
fair  bill;  and  I  hope  you  will  vote  for  it. 
If  you  do  not  think  it  is  a  good  bill,  vote 
for  the  committee  bill. 

Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee.  I  certainly 
concur  in  the  gentleman’s  sincerity. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Florida 
[Mr.  Matthews'). 

Mr.  MATTHEWS.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
question  of  high  parity  supports  caus¬ 
ing  the  consumer  to  pay  more  in  the 
marketplace  cannot  be  proved  by  the 
facts.  } 

Here  are  the  facts:  In  1948  the 
farmers  were  getting  $2*81  per  bushel 
for  their  wheat.  A  pound  loaf  of  bread 
cost  13.8  cents. 

In  1955  the  farmers  were  getting  $2.14 
per  bushel  for  their  wheat.  A  pound  loaf 
of  bread  cost  17.5  cents. 

In  1957  the  farmers  were  getting  $2  a 
bushel  for  their  wheat.  A  loaf  of  bread 
cost  18.8  cents. 

Between  1948  and  1957  wheat,  prices 
dropped  29  percent  to  the  farmer  but  the 
prices  to  the  consumer  increased  38  per¬ 
cent. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
4  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
souri  [Mr.  Jones! . 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  .Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  requested  this  time  to  keep  the 
record  straight.  I  am  not  going  to  give 
you  any  statistics,  because  I  do  not  think 
you  can  analyze  them  during  this  short 
time.  I  am  not  a  wheatgrower,  I  am  not 
a  farmer,  I  have  no  financial  interest 
other  than  as  a  taxpayer  in  this  bill.  I 
was  a  member  of  the  Wheat  Subcom¬ 
mittee  and  attended  practically  all  the 


hearings.  From  that  standpoint  I  can 
give  you  some  information  as  to  why 
you  should  support  the  committee  bill. 

The  chairman  of  the  subcommittee 
has  told  you  we  could  bring  out  no  bill 
that  any  two  farm  organizations  would 
agree  on.  We  have  brought  out  a  bill 
which  does  three  things.  It  will  cut  pro¬ 
duction,  it  will  reduce  that  great  abun¬ 
dance  of  wheat  that  we  have,  and  it  will 
cost  less  than  the  present  program. 
That  is  important  over  what  we  have. 

With  reference  to  the  gentleman  from 
Oklahoma  [Mr.  Belcher]  and  his 
amendment,  he  says  he  wants  to  treat  all 
people  alike.  On  many  occasions  we  do 
not  treat  everyone  alike.  I  do  not  know 
whether  the  Member  from  Oklahoma 
feels  that  we  should  have  an  income  tax 
based  on  the  same  rate  for  all  people. 
That  would  be  treating  us  all  alike.  The 
present  law  and  the  committee  wheat 
bill  do  not  treat  everybody  alike.  They 
both  do  give  preferences  to  the  small 
wheatgrower.  In  other  words,  it  will  not 
hurt  him.  But  there  is  one  thing  Mr. 
Belcher’s  amendment  would  do,  which  I 
think  is  important.  It  is  in  that  area 
where  the  15  acres  operate  now  that 
most  all  of  the  Soft  Red  wheat  is  grown. 

I  have  a  telegram  here  addressed  to 
the  chairman  of  the  Wheat  Subcommit¬ 
tee,  and  I  think  other  Members  have 
this,  reading: 

Chicago,  III.,  June  11, 1959. 
Hon.  Carl  Albert, 

U.S.  House  of  Representatives,  Washington, 
D.C.: 

With  reference  to  our  wire  of  June  10  we 
wish  to  emphasize  that  we  must  oppose  the 
Belcher  bill  as  it  presently  stands  or  any 
bill  which  would  eliminate  the  small  farm 
exemption  from  quotas.  Soft  wheat  largely 
comes  from  small  acreages  and  elimination 
of  this  exemption  would  work  irreparable 
harm  to  Soft  wheat  production  at  a  time 
when-every  bushel  is  needed. 

National  Soft  Wheat  Millers  As¬ 
sociation  Grain  Committee. 

J.  E.  Skidmore,  Chairman. 

R.  M.  Huffman,  Secretary. 

There  are  all  kinds,  of  wheat.  But 
there  is  no  surplus  of  the  Soft  Red  wheat 
which  is  grown  in  the  areas  where  the 
15-acre  farmer  produces  wheat. 

He  will  not  be  contributing  to  any  sur¬ 
plus.  This  reduction  of  25  percent  will 
reduce  wheat  production  in  the  areas 
where  the  surplus  has  built  up.  That  is 
why  this  committee  bill  is  needed.  The 
Belcher  bill  would  permit  a  continuation 
of  the  build-up  of  those  types  of  wheat 
for  which  there  has  been  no  great  de¬ 
mand  and  which  has  consequently 
brought  about  this  great  storage  problem 
that  we  have. 

Now,  there  was  a  lot  said  here  yester¬ 
day  and  probably  there  will  be  more  said 
about  this  privilege  of  voting  today.  The 
gentleman  from  Ohio  yesterday  kept 
talking  about  the  disenfranchisement  of 
people  because  the  man  in  the  15 -acre 
bracket  did  not  have  a  vote.  He  does 
not  have  a  vote  now.  He  does  not  want 
to  vote.  When  there  is  a  vote  on  wheat 
referendums  under  present  law  today, 
approximately  20  percent  of  all  the 
growers  throughout  the  Nation  vote. 
There  is  no  demand  to  vote.  The  farmer 
who  produces  wheat  under  the  15-acre 


exemption  realizes  that  he  does  have  a 
participation  in  the  program;  that  he 
does  get  the  benefit  of  the  overall  pro¬ 
gram;  that  he  does  get  the  benefit  of  the 
support  price,  and  therefore  he  is  not 
asking  to  vote  on  this.  I  will  say  this, 
that  anyone  who  wants  to  destroy  the 
entire  farm  program  should  vote  for  the 
Belcher  bill,  and  if  you  vote  for  that  type 
of  administration,  you  will  soon  be  rid 
of  all  of  the  farm  program  we  have. 

•  Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks. ) 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
10  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  North 
Dakota  [Mr.  Short]. 

•  Mr.' SHORT  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.  ) 

Mr.  SHORT.  Mr.  Chairman,  probably 
no  legislation  that  will  come  before  this 
body  in  this  session  or  any  other  session 
will  be  of  more  importance  to  more  peo¬ 
ple  in  my  State  than  the  legislation  we 
are  considering  here  today.  I  certainly 
hope  that  we  can  lay  aside  some  of  the 
political  aspects  of  this  type  of  legisla¬ 
tion  I  certainly  hope  that  we  can  con-: 
sider  this  thing  dispassionately  in  an  at¬ 
tempt  to  try  to  come  up  with  some  an¬ 
swers  to  a  problem  that  I  think  has  to 
be  answered  by  this  Congress. 

As  one  of  only  two  representatives 
from  a  State  that  produces  roughly 
10  percent  of  the  total  wheat  pro¬ 
duced  in  the  Nation  and  as  a 
representative  from  a  State  that  has  on 
at  least  one  occasion  produced  more 
wheat  than  any  other  in  the  entire  Na¬ 
tion,  I  feel  I  have  a  great  interest  and 
responsibility  in  the  consideration  of  this 
wheat  bill,  H.R.  7246.  As  an  individual, 
I  am  a  wheat  farmer  and  cattle  rancher. 
I  have  spent  my  entire  life  as  an  operat¬ 
ing  farmer  and  rancher  and  have  had  a 
great  deal  of  experience  living  with  the 
ups  and  downs  of  agricultural  commodity 
prices.  T  'know  what  it  means  to  enjoy 
the  prosperity  that  favorable  prices  can 
provide  for  anyone  deriving  his  living 
from  agriculture.  I  know  what  it  means 
to  suffer  the  hardship  that  inevitably 
must  accompany  price  adversity.  I  do 
not  believe  the  only  solution  to  the  farm 
problem  is  lowering  the  price.  I  do  not 
claim  to  be  anything  of  an  expert  on 
farm  problems.  I  do  not  claim  to  know 
the  answer  to  the  basic  problem  of  sta¬ 
bilizing  the  farmer’s  income.  I  do  know 
and  I  believe  most  people  realize  that 
there  is  a  problem  and  it  is  the  respon¬ 
sibility  of  the  Congress  to  take  steps  to 
correct  the  situation.  Congress  got 
farmers  into  this  situation  by  not  taking 
steps  it  should  have. 

Right  here  I  believe  I  should  remind 
you  that  the  so-called  farm  or  agricul¬ 
tural  problem  is  nothing  new  or  some¬ 
thing  that  has  just  developed  recently. 
For  endless  generations  there  has  been  a 
recognition  that  farmers,  for  some 
reason,  did  not  enjoy  quite  the  same  sta¬ 
bility  of  operation  or  the  same  level  of 
income  as  other  segments  of  our  econ¬ 
omy.  Probably  a  major  part  of  the  con¬ 
cern  of  society  over  the  welfare  of  the 
farmer  stems  from  the  fact  that  other 
segments  of  our  economy  are  adversely 
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affected  when  the  farmers’  purchasing- 
power  and  ability,  to  spend  is  reduced. 
Probably  no  other  single  industry  plays 
as  large  a  part  in  the  welfare  of  our 
economy  as  agriculture.  When  farmers 
are  hard  up,  almost  everyone  suffers  to 
some  degree.  Some  form  of  agricultural 
operation  is  carried  on  in  almost  every 
county  in  this  entire  Nation.  Perhaps 
this  fact  that  farmers  are  so  numerous 
and  widespread  is  the  greatest  single 
reason  why  farm  production  and  the  con¬ 
sumptive  capacity  of  the  Nation  is  and 
always  has  been  continually  getting  out 
of  balance.  There  is  too  great  a  dif¬ 
ference  between  individual  farmers  and 
growing  conditions  throughout  the  Na¬ 
tion  for  the  farmer  himself  to  do  much 
about  regulating  the  amount  of  any  com¬ 
modity  produced  on  a  national  basis. 
This  is  particularly  true  of  wheat  grown 
in  nearly  every  State.  In  some  instances 
of  a  specialty  crop  grown  on  a  localized 
"basis,  farmers  have  been  b,ble  to  control 
the  amount  of  a  commodity  moving  to 
market  and  thus  maintain  a  fairly  stable 
and  satisfactory  price.  It  is  most  cer¬ 
tainly  a  peculiar  twist  of  fate  and  a  bless¬ 
ing  often  overlooked  these  days  by  the 
nearly  90  percent  of  our  population  who 
are  not  farmers  that  the  problem  of  ag¬ 
ricultural  prosperity  stems  from  having 
too  much  of  the  basic  food  and  fiber  ne¬ 
cessities  of  life  rather  than  too  little. 
This  Nation  is  beyond  any  question  of  a 
doubt  the  best  clothed  and  best  fed  of  any 
nation  since  the  dawn  of  history,  and 
certainly  in  the  world  today. 

There  are  many  degrees  of  thinking- 
regarding  the  end  objective  of  obtaining 
for  farmers  a  proper  balance  pricewise 
between  farm  income  and  farm  expenses. 
In  the  form  of  legislation,  suggestions 
range  from  the  one  extreme  of  abandon¬ 
ing  all  Federal  price  support  programs 
entirely  to  the  opposite  extreme  of  regu¬ 
lating  every  last  item  of  farm  production 
and  the  application  of  a  parity  price  for 
what  the  farmer  was  allowed  to  produce. 

Both  approaches,  I  feel,  must  be  given 
the  benefit  of  recognizing  the  sincerity 
with  which  the  sponsors  of  the  suggested 
legislation  have  introduced  their  ideas. 

Those  who  would  abandon  the  price 
support  approach  must  be  given  credit 
for  believing  that  the  American  free  en¬ 
terprise  system  will,  if  given  a  chance, 
bring  about  a  fair  return  for  producing 
a  needed  product.  We  have,  as  examples 
to  justify  this  contention,  many  agricul¬ 
tural  products  which  have  had  no  sup¬ 
port  program  and  which  are  in  a  more 
favorable  position  as  to  price  than  most 
of  the  commodities  which  have  had  pro¬ 
grams  for  many  years.  In  North  Da¬ 
kota,  the  best  examples  of  the  results 
of  these  two  approaches  are  cattle  and 
wheat — cattle  with  no  Government  pro¬ 
gram  are  in  a  more  favorable  price  posi¬ 
tion  than  wheat  which  has  had  a  pro¬ 
gram  since  the  early  thirties.  The  basic 
difference  here  is  that  the  supply  and 
demand  factor  has  been  allowed  to  func¬ 
tion  in  the  instance  of  cattle — when  too 
much  beef  was  being  produced,  the  price 
went  down  and  resulted  in  increased  con¬ 
sumption  and  discouraged  production. 
Cattle  producers  have  severely  felt  these 
adjustments  from  time  to  time,  but  the 
end  result  has  been  that  no  great  sur¬ 


pluses  have  been  accumulated  and  the 
price  quickly  recovered. 

The  story  with  wheat  is  somewhat  dif¬ 
ferent,  of  course.  During  the  war  years, 
in  fairness  to  farmers,  an  incentive  was 
provided  by  a  high  support  price  to  jus¬ 
tify  a  farmer’s  all-out  production  of  a 
vital  strategic  material — wheat.  When 
the  war  ended,  however,  the  price  was 
maintained  in  fairness  to  the  farmer  as 
a  producer  of  a  commodity  that  -had 
been  needed  for  winning  the  war.  This 
was  only  a  reasonable  consideration  of 
wheat  farmers,  as  compared  to  other 
industry,  as  most  industrial  operations 
were  given  tax  writeoffs  and  numerous 
other  considerations  to  compensate 
them  for  adjusting  back  to  a  peacetime 
economy.  For  the  wheat  farmer,  how¬ 
ever,  the  adjustment  was  somewhat  dif¬ 
ficult.  During  the  war  years  the  tran¬ 
sition  to  farm  mechanization,  made 
greater  strides  than  ever  before,  sad¬ 
dling  the  farmer  with  higher  fixed  costs 
than  he  had  ever  before  experienced. 
The  attractive  war  prices  had  encour¬ 
aged  thousands  of  farmers  to  begin 
raising  wheat  who  had  never  raised 
wheat  before,  and  countless  thousands 
of  acres  of  new  land  were  put  into  wheat 
production.  The  end  result  was  that 
we  had  built  up  a  production  machine 
in  agricluture  somewhat  beyond  the 
consumptive  capacity  of  the  Nation.  As 
the  farmers’  future  welfare  was  analyzed 
by  thoughtful  people,  it  was  concluded 
that  a  very*  large  part  of  our  whole  econ¬ 
omy  was  directly  or  indirectly  dependent 
upon  the  farmers’  prosperity  and  buying 
power.  Recognizing  that  if  prices  were 
to  be  maintained  at  satisfactory  levels 
production  would  have  to  be  cut  back, 
farmers  and  people  interested  in  the 
welfare  of  farmers  began  looking  for 
some  means  of  delaying-  the  day  of  reck¬ 
oning.  The  device  of  continuing  the 
high  price  support  program  was  hit  upon 
as  a  mean  of  stabilizing  the  farmers’ 
income,  with  a  hope  that  some  market 
would  develop  for  the  excess  production. 
There  was  always  the  possibility  that 
foreign  markets-  could  be  expanded  to 
absorb  what  we  produced  beyond  our 
domestic  needs. 

A  vast  divergence  of  opinion  has  de¬ 
veloped  among  farmers  and  farm  or¬ 
ganizations  regarding  the  responsibility 
of  the  Federal  Government  in  maintain¬ 
ing  farm  commodity  prices — the  com¬ 
plete  control  and  high  guaranteed  price 
proponents  on  one  side,  and  the  com¬ 
plete  freedom  crowd  on  the  other. 

The  rank  and  file  operating  farmer 
was  usually  somewhere  in  between.  He 
was  aware  that  prices  of  things  he  had 
to  buy  were  going  up  faster  than  the 
things  he  sold.  He  was  also  aware 
that  he  was  competing  in  a  field  where 
labor  prices  were  somewhat  fixed  by 
law  and  where  industry  could  control 
production  to  fit  the  demand.  The 
average  farmer,  regardless  of  his  in¬ 
clinations  politically  or  philosophically, 
recognized  that  he  was  at  a  disadvantage 
in  competing-  for  his  just  share  of  the 
consumer  dollar.  He  had  no  way  to 
control  his  production,  since  the  weather 
is  the  big  factor  in  influencing  produc¬ 
tion.  Due  to  his  great  numbers  and 
vast  area  of  operation  there  was  little 


possibility  of  effectively  controlling  the 
marketing  of  his  products  on  a  national 
basis.  Farmers  do  not  believe  that  the 
only  solution  to  this  problem  is  a  reduc¬ 
tion  in  prices.  Recognizing  their  im¬ 
perfections  and  inequities  but  for  the 
simple  lack  of  anything  better,  a  ma¬ 
jority  of  the-  fanners  were  inclined  to 
go  along  with  price  support  programs. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  South 
Dakota  [Mr.  McGovern]. 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
legislation  before  us  was  drafted  in  the 
national  interest.  The  basic  question 
which  it  asks  us  to  resolve  here  today 
is  this:  In  the  face  of  mounting  wheat 
surpluses  and  rising  storage  costs,  do  we 
want  wheat  farmers  to  plant  55  million 
acres  of  wheat  in  1960  and  again  in  1961, 
or  41  million  acres? 

If  the  legislation  before  us  is  defeated, 
farmers  will  again  plant  55  million  acres 
to  wheat. 

If  the  legislation  is  approved,  farmers 
will  cut  back  production  by  14  million 
acres  to  a  total  of  41  million  acres. 

This  is  not  the  kind  of  a  bill  that  is 
easy  for  wheat  producers  to  accept. 

Why  then,  do  we  ask  them  to  make 
such  a  drastic  cut  in  production? 

Because  to  continue  at  the  present 
level  of  production  is  to  flood  Govern¬ 
ment  grain  bins  that  are  already  over¬ 
flowing. 

We  have  iy2  billion  bushels  of  wheat 
under  storage  now  and  the  taxpayers 
are  paying  out  18  cents  a  bushel  every 
year  to  store  it. 

The  bill  before  us  will  cut  wheat  pro¬ 
duction  by  480  million  bushels. 

Instead  of  adding  150  million  surplus 
bushels  to  Government  stocks  in  1960 
and  again  in  1961,. it  will  end  surplus 
production  and  use  up  90  million  bushels 
already  in  storage. 

The  net  result  is  a  saving  of  $528 
million  for  the  2-year  life  of  the  bill. 
In  voting  for  this  bill  you  are  estab¬ 
lishing  an  economy  record  that  is  worth 
half  a  billion  dollars  to  the  American 
people. 

If  you  vote  against  this  legislation  you 
will  have  the  responsibility  of  explain¬ 
ing  to  your  fconstituents  that  you  wasted 
half  a  billion  dollars  of  their  money  for 
the  purpose  of  piling  up  wheat  that  we 
do  not  need  and  on  which  we  will  be  pay¬ 
ing  18  cents  a  bushel  storage  annually 
for  as  long  as  it  is  held. 

Some  gentlemen  have  said  that  farm¬ 
ers  will  step  up  their  efforts  to  grow 
more  wheat  by  adding  fertilizer  to  their 
reduced  acreage. 

This  would  be  true  whether  we  pass 
the  bill  or  not. 

But  the  expert  testimony  before  our 
subcommittee  established  that  at  least 
for  the  time  being,  farmers  have  reached 
the  maximum  use  of  fertilizer  as  an  aid 
to  greater  production. 

It  is  true,  as  estimated  by  the  Library 
of  Congress  researchers,  that  the  25  per¬ 
cent  reduction  in  acreage  will  actually 
produce  only  a  20  percent  cut  in  bushel 
production. 

But  the  point  is  that  this  20  percent 
reduction  gives  us  480  million  fewer 
bushels  of  wheat,  and  saves  the  taxpayers 
$528  million,  during  the  next  2  years. 


1959 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


Nor  does  this  bill  hurt  the  wheat 
farmer.  By  assuring  him  90  percent  of 
a  fair  price  and  giving  him  surplus  wheat 
stocks  from  Government  bins  equal  to 
one-third  of  his  average  production  on 
the  25  percent  of  his  acres  taken  out  of 
production,  we  hold  farm  income  from 
dropping  further. 

At  the  proper  stage  of  our  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  bill,  I  intend  to  offer  an 
amendment  limiting  wheat  price  support 
loans  for  any  one  producer  to  a  total  of 
$35,000. 

There  are  those  who  argue  that  assur¬ 
ing  farmers  90  percent  of  a  fair  price  on 
their  wheat  will  raise  the  price  of  bread. 
This  is  a  myth. 

There  is  only  2  cents  worth  of  wheat 
in  a  loaf  of  bread.  Even  if  the  farmers 
gave  their  wheat  away,  it  would  not 
change  the  price  of  bread  1  cent.  The 
average  wheat  price  paid  to  farmers  in 
1952  was  2.09  a  bushel  and  a  1  pound 
loaf  of  bread  sold  for  16  cents.  Last 
year  the  average  price  for  wheat  had 
fallen  to  1.72,  and  bread  was  up  to  19.3 
cents. 

Other  gentlemen  have  contended  that 
they  are  indifferent  toward  the  bill  be¬ 
fore  us  because  it  relates  only  to  wheat. 
I  personally  wish  that  we  were  now  ready 
to  move  on  a  comprehensive  new  farm 
program  relating  to  the  whole  range  of 
farm  iproduction — a  program  which 
would  balance  the  needs  of  farmers,  con¬ 
sumers,  and  taxpayers.  Such  legislation 
has  been  introduced  by  several  Members 
of  the  Congress  including  myself  and  we 
have  been  assured  by  the  able  gentle¬ 
man  from  North  Carolina  [Mr.  Cooley] 
that  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  will 
begin  hearings  on  these  bills  on  June  16. 
Both  the  84th  and  85th  Congress  passed 
comprehensive  farm  legislation  only  to 
have  it  killed  by  presidential  Veto.  This, 
however,  does  not  absolve  us  our  contin¬ 
uing  legislative  responsibility  to  try 
again  for  desperately  needed  compre¬ 
hensive  legislation  designed  to  meet  the 
mounting  crisis  in  agriculture. 

But  neither  does  the  need  for  sweeping 
farm  legislation  provide  us  with  an  ex¬ 
cuse  for  rejecting  the  solution  now  be¬ 
fore  us  relating  to  the  acute  emergency 
in  wheat.  This  is  legislation  in  the  na¬ 
tional  interest  and  deserves  the  support 
of  both  farm  and  city. 

Since  coming  to  the  Congress  2 1/2 
years  ago,  I  have  consistently  voted 
for  legislation  that  did  not  directly  bene¬ 
fit  the  farmers  of  my  district  because  I 
believed  such  legislation  to  be  in  the 
national  interest. 

I  say  to  my  city  friends  in  the  Con¬ 
gress  that  if  you  want  those  of  us  from 
the  wheat  Stjates  to  be  voting  with  you 
in  the  next  Congress,  you  will  support 
this  bill. 

I  say  that  not  because  we  would  be  so 
shortsighted  as  to  vote  against  the  pub¬ 
lic  welfare  out  of  spite,  but  because  of 
the  blunt  fact  that  if  this  democrati¬ 
cally  controlled  Congress  permits  con¬ 
structive  farm  legislation  to  be  sabo¬ 
taged,  a  good  many  of  us  from  the  rural 
heartland  of  the  Nation  will  not  be 
around  after  1960  to  help  you  on  needed 
urban  legislation. 

Let  me  read  you  the  national  platform 
of  the  Democratic  Party  in  1956 — a  plat¬ 


form  drafted  aunder  the  chairmanship 
of  our  great  majority  leader — a  man 
from  a  city  district  who  has  always  had 
the  broad  vision  and  warm  heart  to 
know  that  farm  and  city  are  interde¬ 
pendent.  This  is  the  platform  that  the 
American  people  had  in  mind  when  they 
entrusted  our  party  with  the  control  of 
Congress  in  1954,  1956,  and  1958. 

It  reads: 

The  Democratic  Party  pledges  *  *  *  to 
regain  the  full  100  percent  of  parity  the 
farmers  received  under  the  Democratic  ad¬ 
ministrations.  We  will  achieve  this  by 
means  of  supports  on  basic  commodities  at 
90  percent  of  parity. 

I  plead  with  my  colleagues  on  this 
side  of  the  aisle  who  control  this  Con¬ 
gress  not  to  betray  that  sacred  platform 
pledge. 

I  plead  with  you  not  to  desert  those  of 
us  who  have  stood  with  you  in  support 
of  vital  welfare  measures. 

I  plead  with  you  in  the  interest  of 
economy  in  Government  to  reduce  these 
mounting  surpluses  and  Federal  storage 
costs  that  are  wrecking  our  farm  pro¬ 
gram  and  penalizing  our  taxpayers. 

I  plead  with  you  in  the  interest  of  the 
men  and  women  and  boys  and  girls  who 
till  the  soil  in  long  hours  of  sweat  and 
toil. 

I  ask  that  you  support  this  legislation 
in  the  national  interest. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  I  think 
the  gentleman  has  hit  on  the  real  dif¬ 
ference  as  to  what  should  be  considered 
between  these  two  proposals.  I  am  try¬ 
ing  to  determine  in  my  own  mind  under 
which  proposal  will  we  have  the  less  pro¬ 
duction.  Our  big  problem  is  overproduc¬ 
tion  today  and  to  me  it  is  senseless  to 
continue  to  mine  our  soils  to  produce 
wheat  only  for  storage  and  deterioration. 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  May  I  say  to  the 
gentleman  from  Minnesota  that  I  know 
he  is  an  informed  Member  on  agricul¬ 
tural  issues.  It  seems  that  any  reason¬ 
able  person  would  agree  that  if  we  could 
take  14  million  acres  of  wheat  out  of 
production,  we  are  going  to  have  sub¬ 
stantially  reduced  volume  of  wheat  pro¬ 
duction.  The  gentleman  from  Okla¬ 
homa  [Mr.  Belcher]  has  a  proposal  that 
would  doubtless  win  the  support  of  a 
certain  number  of  our  wheatgrowers,  but 
he  still  permits  55  million  acres  of  wheat 
to  be  planted  under  the  allotment  pro¬ 
gram  in  1960  and  1961. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  May  I 
ask  the  gentleman:  Are  these  figures 
which  you  are  quoting  fairly  well  verified 
in  the  hearings? 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  These  are  figures 
that  were  supplied  by  the  Legislative 
Reference  Service  of  the  Library  of  Con¬ 
gress.  They  are  figures  that  are  con¬ 
tained  in  the  majority  report  of  the 
committee.  I  think  they  are  conserva¬ 
tive  figures.  The  Library  of  Congress 
says  that  instead  of  a  25-percent  cut  in 
wheat  production,  we  will  actually  get 
only  a  20-percent  reduction  under  the 
committee  bill.  But  the  point  is  that 
with  the  20 -percent  reduction  we  will  get 
480  million  bushels  of  wheat  out  of  our 
present  level  of  wheat  production  and  we 
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will  save  $528  million  in  tax  funds  in 
operating  the  program. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  The 
gentleman  has  given  some  very  worth¬ 
while  information.  Can  the  gentleman 
answer  one  further  question  that  has 
come  to  my  mind  since  I  have  been  lis¬ 
tening  to  this  debate.  Under  which  pro¬ 
posal  will  the  good  of  the  program  in  the 
future  be  most  accentuated?  In  other 
words,  if  we  accept  the  proposal  of  the 
committee,  will  we  assume  that  the  price 
support  program  has  every  opportunity 
to  continue?  Or  if  we  accept  the  pro¬ 
posal  of  the  gentleman  from  Oklahoma 
I  Mr.  Belcher]  is  that  the  beginning  of 
the  end — similar  to  what  we  have  in  the 
corn  program  today? 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  I  know  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Belcher]  has 
offered  his  proposal  in  good  faith,  but 
my  great  fear  and  the  fear  of  my  wheat- 
growers  is  that  it  will  result  in  voting  out 
the  entire  wheat  program.  I  think  that 
would-be  disastrous  to  all  concerned. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  his  courtesy. 
He  comes  from  a  surplus  producing  area 
as  I  do  and  in  the  problems  affecting 
agriculture  we  are  very  much  in  accord. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  QuieL 

(Mr.  QUIE  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Kansas.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  QUIE.  I  yield. 

(Mr.  SMITH  of  Kansas  asked  and  was 
given  pel-mission  to  extend  his  remarks 
at  this  point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Kansas.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  the  present  bill  under  considera¬ 
tion  today  is  the  result  of  several  months 
of  cobbling  exercise  by  the  House  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture.  Any  cobbling  or 
patching-up  effort  on  any  project  is  just 
a  temporary  repair  and  eventually  just 
has  to  be  scrapped.  When  we  patch  a 
tire,  we  are  just  putting  off  the  day  when 
a  new  tire  will  have  to  be  purchased. 

That  is  the  position  we  are  in  today. 
This  measure  is  only  for  2  years.  Even¬ 
tually  the  Congress  will  have  to  buy  new 
tires  for  this  wheat  program  or  else  just 
junk  the  wheat  vehicle.  . 

The  chant  against  the  so-called  farm 
program  has  been  particularly  loud  and 
long  in  the  city  press  and  over  the  TV 
and  radio.  They  all  have  a  lot  of  sta¬ 
tistics  and  figures  supplied  by  the  farm¬ 
er’s  own  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture 
as  to  the  increasing  costs  of  our  surplus 
stored  stocks  of  surplus  grains.  All  these 
comments  try  to  infer  that  the  farmers 
got  themselves  into  this  mess  so  the  only 
solution  is  to  give  them  back  to  the 
Indians.  This  is  not  going  to  happen, 
but  many  would  apparently  like  to  see 
this  come  about.  There  is  no  one  else 
in  the  economic  life  of  our  Nation  who 
has  to  live  by  the  law  of  the  jungle,  and 
the  farmer  is  not  going  to  be  compelled 
to  do  so. 

We,  who  have  spent  some  time  over  the 
years  on  this  complex  farm  problem,  fully 
realize  that  for  any  program  to  be  made 
to  work  must  have  a  sympathetic  ad¬ 
ministrator,  which  we  have  not  had  for 
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the  past  5  years.  But  anyone  who  ,is  fa¬ 
miliar  with  the  legislative  progress  of 
Federal  programs  fully  realizes  that  no 
program  is  ever  perfect,  but  it  helps  if 
the  Administrator  is  sympathetic  with 
its  purpose. 

The  biggest  handicap  we  have  in  try¬ 
ing  to  write  a  farm  program  is  due  to 
this  fact — you  just  cannot  hide  excess 
bushels  of  wheat,  corn,  or  a  bale  of  cot¬ 
ton — they  must  be  stored.  When  we 
pass  tax  laws,  social  security  benefits, 
unemployment  taxes,  and  a  thousand 
tax  gadgets  to  get  more  money  in  the 
till  they  are  all  cleverly  hidden  and  con¬ 
cealed  from  general  public  view.  Not 
so  with  surplus  crops;  they  are  in  the 
public  showcase. 

Over  the  past  5  years  thousands  of 
editorials  have  been  written  and  count¬ 
less  speeches  have  been  made  about  the 
enormous  cost  of  storing  our  surplus 
wheat.  Every  paper  from  the  New  York 
Times  to  the  lowest  provincial  weekly 
always  starts  off  by  showing  how  much 
Uncle  Sam  is  paying  for  these  storage 
charges. 

There  is  probably  no  field  of  general" 
human  interest  where  there  is  such  a 
diversity  of  opinion,  as  to  causes,  as  in 
the  discussion  of  the  so-called  surplus 
farm  food  problem.  The  basic  facts  in¬ 
volved  are  little  understood  by  the  aver¬ 
age  person.  But,  as  is  the  case  when 
some  spectacular  crime  is  flashed  all  over 
our  newspaper  headlines,  everyone  seems 
to  know  “whodunit”  and  is  certain  “so 
and  so”  is  the  one  who  caused  it  all. 
Those  with  the  least  experience  and 
who  have  the  fewest  facts  are  the  loud¬ 
est  for  their  own  theory  in  the  solution 
of  this  surplus.  In  this  so-called  tragedy 
of  surplus  crops  those  who  know  the 
least  about  the  facts  are  the  most  cer¬ 
tain  that  they  know  just  where  to  find 
the  guilty  party — and  strangely  enough 
the  Hawkshaws  and  Ellery  Queens 
who  claim  they  have  the  solution  to 
the  farm  problem  live  in  the  large  cities, 
and  most  of  these  city  experts  would 
not  know  the  difference  between  a  Hol¬ 
stein  and  a  Plymouth  Rock.  These  ex¬ 
perts  always  come  up  with  about  the 
same  answer,  which  is  this,  “The  guilty 
party  is  that  grasping,  greedy  farmer 
Tiding  around  in  a  Cadillac  with  both 
hands  in  Uncle  Sam’s  pockets.” 

We  are  air  familiar  with  doctors  and 
their  modern  methods  of  diagnosis.  If 
after  a  diagnosis  the  patient  fails  to  re¬ 
spond,  to  the  modern  doctor  it  would  in¬ 
dicate  a  wrong  diagnosis,  and  the  doctor 
instead  of  just  giving  aspirin  or  anacin 
would  attempt  to  make  a  new  diagnosis. 
But  in  this  case  of  wheat  we  do  not 
have  to  make  another  diagnosis,  it  is 
simply  overproduction.  What  we  must 
search  for  is  a  remedy  for  our  over¬ 
production  or  the  surplus  of  wheat  at 
present  in  Government  warehouses.  The 
doctor  will  tell  you  when  he  has  made 
the  correct  diagnosis  his  basic  problem 
is  solved,  because  modern  medicine  can 
work  miracles,  except  when  the  disease 
is  cancerous.  From  10  years  of  effort  it 
may  be  that  the  “wheat  surplus  dis¬ 
ease”  is  almost  cancerous  because  so 
far  no  one  has  come  up  with  a  solution.' 

But  to  those  who  want  to  know  more 
and  who  desire  to  be  fair  and  are  will¬ 
ing  to  listen  in  regard  to  farm  surpluses. 


here  are  some  facts  not  derived  from 
Benson  fairy  tales  or  from  the  Brannan 
plan. 

In  1933,  after  Roosevelt  was  elected. 
Congress,  listening  to  the  siren  songs  of 
the  panacea  peddlers  came  up  with  a 
brandnew  idea  that  would  solve  the 
growing  of  surplus  farm  crops.  They 
said  it  was  a  new  concept,  although  the 
Code  of  Hammurabi  told  the  same  story 
on  clay  tablets  5,000  years  old. 

This  new  panacea  was  called  the  Agri¬ 
culture  Adjustment  Act  of  1933.  This 
act  provided  that  certain  agencies  were 
to  investigate  conditions  of  overproduc¬ 
tion.  The  drought  years  of  1935-36 
eliminated  the  surplus  just  as  the 
droughts  eliminated  surplus  back  in 
Joseph’s  day  in  Egypt.  Then  some  good 
weather,  and  a  little  more  know-how 
again  started  the  legislative  wheels  to 
rolling  and  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938  was  enacted  by  Congress,  but 
this  time  the  legislation  read,  “This  act 
is  to  protect  the  farmer  in  drought  years 
as  well  as  lean  years.” 

This  act  of  1938  is  still  the  basic  agri¬ 
cultural  law.  Fpr  the  past  20  years, 
through  World  War  II  and  the  Korean 
police  action,  the  Congress  has  tampered, 
tinkered,  patched,  and  cobbled  on  this 
1938  coat  of  many  colors,  all  in  the  guise 
of  helping  the  farmer.  It  seems  to  be  the 
certain  definite  mark  of  all  farm  legisla¬ 
tion  to  go  on  repeating  the  mistakes  of 
the  past.  You  do  not  change  principles 
by  calling  them  new  names  or  putting  on 
a  gaudy  patch  to  cover  up  some  old  well- 
worn  hole  in  the  seat  of  the  garment. 
There  has  only  been  one  stated  objective 
in  all  so-called  farm  programs  and  that 
was  to  stop  overproduction  and  give  the 
farmer  his  fair  share  of  the  economic 
wrealth  of  this  Nation.  The  basic  cause 
why  these  programs  have  not  benefited 
the  farmer  in  the  long  run  is  that  the 
patchers,  the  tamperers,  and  the  med¬ 
dlers  in  patching  up  this  old  frazzled 
1938  act  could  not  see  that  their  program 
was  off  the  economic  road  and  headed  for 
the  swamps  and  morass  made  up  of  Gov¬ 
ernment  bins  and  warehouses.  The  po¬ 
litical  expediency  experts  could  not  see 
that;  all  they  were  doing  or  trying  to  do 
was  to  defy  the  economic  law  of  supply 
and  demand.  These  political  expediency 
panacea  experts  could  have  just  as  profit¬ 
ably  spent  their  time  in  trying  to  invent  a 
perpetual  ^notion  machine.  They  would 
have  been  just  as  successful  with  a  per¬ 
petual  motion  machine ;  in  fact,  it  would 
have  been  much  better  because  they 
would  have  saved  billions  of  dollars  to 
the  American  taxpayer. 

Figures  are  generally  not  -well  received 
because  many  times  their  accuracy  is 
questioned,  because  it  certainly  is  not  an 
easy  task  to  compile  them  from  so  many 
sources.  However,  we  must  assume  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  certainly  has 
access  to  the  proper  source  for  farm 
products  statistics. 

The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
says  that  .as  of  January  1  it  owned  60 
percent  of  all  the  wheat  in  the  United 
States,  8  percent  of  the  oats,  40  percent 
of  the  barley,  37  percent  of  the  rye,  35 
percent  of  the  corn,  65  percent  of  grain 
sorghum,  and  23  percent  of  the  soybeans. 
The  above  figures  expressed  in  bushels 


is  8,108,000,000  and  of  these  bushels  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  owned 
3,279,000,000,  or  40  percent.  It  is  stated 
that  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
stocks  have  increase  26  percent  over  a 
year  ago.  The  tragedy  of  all  this  surplus 
grain  in  simple  terms  means  that  if  we 
dumped  all  these  bushels  on  a  free  mar¬ 
ket,  as  many  advocate,  we  would  break 
and  bankrupt  every  farmer,  grain  farm 
elevator  operator  in  the  United  States, 
and  seriously  interfere  with  the  whole 
economic  life  of  the  United  States. 

I  am  well  aware  that  there  have  been 
hidden  hands  pushing  these  so-called 
farm  programs  down  the  socialistic  road 
to  a  blueprint  planned  welfare  State. 
The  speaker  is  not  willing  to  throw  all 
farm  programs  out  of  the  window  for 
reasons  stated  above,  but  any  farm  legis¬ 
lation  that  does  not  have  as  its  basic  ob¬ 
jective  a  start  to  get  rid  of  our  Govern¬ 
ment-owned  surplus  grains  in  elevators  is 
not  a  step  in  the  right  direction.  We 
have  had  enough  of  tinkering  and  grand 
experiments.  Let  us  start  to  realize  that 
this  surplus  program  cannot  be  solved  by 
more  of  the  same  patching,  cobbling 
techniques.  The  only  goals  we  should 
have  is  to  gradually  get  rid  of  our  sur¬ 
plus;  then  start  toward  a  free  market, 
free  prices,  and  freedom  of  the  American 
farmer. 

But  this  ideal  is  hard  to  obtain,  for  the 
simple  reason  that  there  have  been  many 
patchers,  tinkerers,  and  panacea  ped¬ 
dlers  in  other  economic  fields.  The  so- 
called  foreign  aid  program  has  brought 
us  nothing  but  competition  in  the  world 
markets  for  our  excess  farm  products.  It 
is  fairly  easy  to  prove  we  have  lost  at 
least  300  million  bushels  of  export  grain 
by  our  benevolent  giveaway  programs. 
Anyone  with  any  degree  of  intelligence 
will  have  to  admit  that  minimum  wage 
laws  are  a  subsidy.  All  tariff  laws  are 
subsidized ‘as  well  as  perhaps  10  or  12 
more  industries  who  have  had  and  still 
have  their  hands  in  Uncle  Sam’s  pocket, 
to  the  tune  of  billions. 

Every  farmer  knows,  except  one  who 
does  not  want  to  work — and  there  are 
some  who  seemingly  want  to  stay  in  this 
slough  of  Government  controls — that  the 
ultimate  solution  to  the  American  farm 
problem  is  to  beat  back  to  the  free  market 
concept.  But  in  the  U.S.  economy  today 
the  farmer  is  the  only  one  whose  income 
is  going  down  while  his  costs  are  going 
up.  Mr.  American  Farmer  just  knows 
that  he  cannot  be  the  only  rugged  indi¬ 
vidualist  in  our  American  economy. 

Perhaps  the  most  complex  of  all  our 
surplus  food  problems  is  how  to  get  rid 
of  the  1  billion  bushels  of  surplus  wheat 
now  on  hand.  If  ycu  are  interested  in 
the  basic  cause  of  this  surplus  wheat 
remember  these  facts. 

Today  in  America  you  cannot  increase 
the  consumption  of  wheat  by  lowering 
the  price,  because  wheat  is  essentially  a 
human  food.  Our  dietitians  ha\>e  helped 
to  decrease  the  amount  of  bread  Amer¬ 
icans  eat.  The  consumption  of  wheat  50 
years  ago  was  6  bushels  per  capita.  To¬ 
day  we  eat  less  than  3  bushels  per  capita. 
Potatoes  and  bread — longtime  basic 
foods — are  sliding  downward  yearly  in 
the  annual  consumption  per  capita.  If 
we  ate  6  bushels  per  capita  today  in 


1959 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


9509 


America  there  would  be  a  shortage  of 
wheat  for  human  consumption.  Last 
year — greatest  wheat  production  on  rec¬ 
ord — we  only  produced  about  a  billion 
bushels.  Today  there  is  a  population  in 
the  United  States  of  173  million.  Mul¬ 
tiply  this  by  6  and  you  get  1,038  million 
bushels  that  would  be  needed  to  feed 
just  the  American  people,  let  alone  any 
export  wheat. 

The  farmer  buys  in  a  market  of  ad¬ 
ministered  prices ;  that  is,  prices  that  are 
determined  in  a  large  degree  by  govern¬ 
mental  actions.  Certainly  the  minimum 
wage  laws  directly  affect  the  price  of 
what  a  farmer  pays  for  a  tractor.  Cej> 
tainly  the  policy  of  guaranteeing  re¬ 
munerative  contracts  to  the  producers 
of  missiles,  atomic  weapons,  et  cetera, 
adds  to  the  farmer’s  taxes.  Certainly  the 
railroad  retirement  system  adds  to  the 
freight  bill  on  everything  that  the  farmer 
buys,  as  well  as  everything  that  he  sells, 
and  he  pays  the  freight  both  ways.  The 
average  income  of  people  on  farms  is 
today  only  $1,027,  while  the  average  in¬ 
come  of  people  not  living  on  the  farms  is 
$2,040.  In  other  words  the  average  per¬ 
son  on  the  farm  is  making  just  one-half 
as  much  as  the  person  not  on  the  farm 
and  one-third  of  all  of  the  income  of 
people  on  the  farms  comes  from  nonfarm 
sources. 

To  deliberately  adopt  a  policy  that 
would  still  further  decrease  this  pitifully 
small  farm  income,  while  holding  non¬ 
farm  income  to  its  present  levels,  is  so 
contrary  to  my  feeling  of  right  and 
wrong  that  I  cannot  seriously  consider 
going  back  to  the  freedom  of  1932. 

It  seems  quite  apparent  to  most  per¬ 
sons  who  try  to  analyze  the  present  farm 
problem  that  they  cannot  agree  with 
Secretary  Benson’s  basic  policy — whose 
philosophy  is :  We  must  have  no  controls 
or  price  supports.  In  fact,  Secretary 
Benson,  President  Eisenhower,  and  the 
president  of  the  American  Farm  Bu¬ 
reau — have  all  advocated  lower  prices 
and  less  acres  for  the  wheat  farmer,  in 
order  to  get  rid  of  our  surplus. 

Everyone  knows  that  the  cost  of  stor¬ 
ing  Government  wheat  has  been  too  high. 
The  figure  generally  given  as  the  annual 
fee  for  storage  of  various  grains  are: 
wheat  21 V2  cents,  corn  19  cents,  and  14J/2 
cents  for  oats.  Why  such  exhorbitant 
fees?  Because  the  elevators  have  been 
efficient  lobbyists.  There  are  many 
others  besides  the  terminal  elevators  who 
have  labored  arduously  to  get  overpro¬ 
duction  because  they  would  be  finan¬ 
cially  benefited.  Some  of  the  biggest 
“farmer’s  friends  organizations’’  have 
been  the  loudest  in  trying  to  keep  the 
present  programs. 

Here  is  what  one  authority  outside  of 
Government  had  to  say  about  this  stor¬ 
age  racket: 

Wheat  in  the  Southwest  is  a  notorious  case 
in  point.  Elevators  store  wheat  for  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  at  usurious  rates.  They  are  re¬ 
sponsible  for  grade.  But  weight  and  grade 
are  not  frequently  checked.  And  grade  is 
not  the  sole  measure  of  quality.  Elevators 
take  CCC  wheat,  take  out  the  high  protein 
wheat  and  the  best  milling  wheats  and  re¬ 
place  it  with  their  own  low  quality  wheat. 
The  Government  and  farmer-owned  wheat 
is  put  through  a  continuous  culling  process 


that  enables  the  elevators  to  sell  premium 
wheats  and  leaves  the  storing  public  with 
grain  fit  only  for  feed.  Just  how  much  mill¬ 
ing  quality  wheat  does  the  Government  really 
own? 

It  has  always  been  my  belief  that  any 
so-called  wheat  bill  which  does  not  have 
as  its  basic  objective — cutting  down  on 
the  storage  charges  and  getting  rid  of  our 
excess  bushels  of  wheat — is  a  bad  bill. 
That  is  why  I  have  always  advocated  a 
bushel  allotment  plan  with  the  proviso, 
if  the  farmer  raised  excess  bushels  over 
his  allotment  he  must  store  it  at  his  own 
expense  on  his  own  farm  and  at  his  own 
risk.  To  compel  him  to  store  this  sur¬ 
plus  wheat  in  his  bins  would  save  mil¬ 
lions  for  the  taxpayer,  because  we  al¬ 
ready  have  been  told  today  and  will  be 
told  again  and  again  the  United  States 
is  paying  in  excess  of  $1  million  a  day 
in  storage  charges. 

This  bill  contains,  in  my  opinion,  three 
vital  provisions;  namely,  first,  it  will  cut 
down  bushels  in  storage;  second,  reduce 
production  and  at  the  same  time  and, 
third,  not  reduce  the  price  to  the  farmer. 
This  bill  cannot  solve  all  the  inherent 
problems  of  wheat  production,  because 
we  must  remember  there  are  1,816,000 
farms  in  America  that  produce  wheat. 
Almost  every  one  of  these  wheat  farms 
has  a  peculiar  individual  aspect  that  will 
be  readily  apparent  when  the  farm  goes 
under  the  rule  of  law.  One  of  the  basic 
objections  to  most  of  the  past  farm  laws 
was — it  was  impossible  to  make  allow¬ 
ances  for  the  types  of  soil,  climate,  rain¬ 
fall,  and  so  forth,  that  are  found 
throughout  the  United  States. 

Fifteen  acres  of  wheat  in  the  rich 
blackland,  high-rainfall  area  of  the 
upper  Mississippi  Valley  will  produce 
more  wheat  over  a  5 -year  period  than 
will  80  acres  in  the  high  plains  area  of 
Kansas,  Oklahoma,  Nebraska,  or  South 
Dakota  because  of  climate,  drought,  and 
insect  damage.  Yet  allotments  are  al¬ 
ways  the  same  in  all  areas.  It  has  al¬ 
ways  seemed  a  bit  unfair  to  allow  the 
man  with  Government  irrigation  facili¬ 
ties  to  have  the  same  allotment  by  law 
as  the  man  who  has  to  depend  on  nature 
for  his  moisture. 

We  all  know  that  the  farmer  for  the 
first  150  years  of  this  country  was  an 
independent  operator  free  to  plant,  grow, 
and  sell,  but  after  the  1930  era  of  depres¬ 
sion  and  overproduction  Congress 
started  out  to  try  and  solve  the  economic 
problems  of  supply  and  demand  by  regu¬ 
lating  production. 

A  great  many  people,  including  some 
farmers,  believe  the  only  solution  to  the 
present  farm  problem  is  return  to  a  free 
market — if  it  were  possible  for  the 
farmer  to  buy  on  a  free  market,  without 
any  Government  regulation,  minimum 
wages,  price  floors,  or  many  other  com¬ 
pulsions  that  affect  the  price  the  farmer 
must  pay  to  survive.  Not  only  do  these 
compulsory  price  raisers  come  from  the 
Federal  Government — but  from  the 
States  attempt  to  raise  additional  rev¬ 
enue  to  use  for  all  the  social  services 
devised  by  our  modern  society. 

Recently  in  discussing  this  aspect  of 
the  farm  problem  and  why  the  farmer 
cannot  be  expected  to  be  the  only  rugged 


individualist  in  our  economy.  Assistant 
Chairman  Poage  of  the  House  Agricul¬ 
ture  committee  said : 

Many  city  people  can’t  understand  why 
their  food  costs  rise — and  the  farmer  can’t 
understand  why  the  price  he  gets  goes  down. 
Of  course,  there  are  reasons  and  it  is  hoped 
this  article  will  help  to  point  some  causes. 
The  farmer  thinks  he  is  being  imposed  upon 
by  his  Government  and  society  in  general. 
The  farmer  knows  that  people  not  engaged 
in  farming  are  just  as  much  dependent  on 
farming  as  they  were  100  years  ago — when 
one  farmer  could  produce  enough  for  him¬ 
self  and  three  other  people — today  a  farmer 
can  produce  enough  food  for  20  others — and 
probably  this  figure  will  continue  to  grow. 

Let  us  examine  a  few  basic  reasons  for 
these  high  food  prices.  Last  year  60 
cents  of  your  every  food  dollar  went  to 
the  people  who  bought,  handled,  sold, 
processed,  transported  and  packaged 
these  food  products;  less  than  40  cents 
went  to  the  farmer.  Let  us  take  another 
look  at  another  aspect  of  this  food  cost. 
In  1946  an  average  American  family 
spent  $767  for  food;  of  that  sum,  the 
farmer  got  $397.  In  1957  this  same  fam¬ 
ily  spent  $1,010  and  the  farmer  only  re¬ 
ceived  $3  more,  or  $400.  The  farmer’s 
share  went  up  $3  and  the  cost  to  con¬ 
sumer  went  up  $240. 

Let  us  take  a  look  at  another  view  of 
these  food  costs.  From  1952  to  1957  the 
farm  prices  decreased  20  percent.  In 
1952  farmers  got  an  estimated  income  of 
$15.1  billion.  In  1956  this  income 
dropped  to  $12.1  and  last  year  it  was 
down  to  $10.8  billion. 

What  would  have  happened  to  con¬ 
sumer  food  prices  if  these  farm-pro¬ 
duced  foods  would  have  gone  up  like  all 
other  costs?  We  would  have  paid  25 
percent  more  for  food.  It  is  a  bit  difficult 
to  put  across,  but  it  can  very  readily  be 
proven  to  those  who  wish  to  be  fair — 
that  in  strict  reality  the  farmer  has  been 
subsidizing  the  food  buyer. 

The  farmers  now  make  up  only  12 
percent  of  our  total  population  yet  they 
only  got  4  percent  of  total  income.  Last 
year  farmers’  tools  cost  $4  billion  more 
than  they  would  have  cost  in  1952.  In 
1950,  25,058,000  lived  on  farms.  Now  in 
1958,  though  the  U.S.  population  is  in¬ 
creasing  rapidly,  there  are  5  million 
fewer  farmers,  and  most  significant  one- 
third  of  the  net  farm  income  came  from 
nonfarm  jobs. 

In  any  grocery  store  or  almost  in  any 
Congressman’s  mail  you  will  find  this 
statement:  “If  they  want  to  keep  within 
the  budget — why  not  quit  subsidizing 
the  farmer?” 

Please  remember  this:  Just  name  one 
business  that  does  not  receive  some  type 
of  Government  aid.  It  may  not  be  read¬ 
ily  apparent,  but  on  careful  search  Gov¬ 
ernment  help  will  show  up.  In  the  last 
50  years  for  every  $1,000  this  country  has 
spent  on  subsidies  the  American  farmer 
only  got  $5. 

Many  forget  and  do  not  seem  to  care 
for  the  truth  as  to  what  is  actually  spent 
on  farm  supports — there  are  many  items 
charged  to  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  that  are  not  farm  supports.  Should 
farmers  be  charged  with  meat  inspec¬ 
tion?  Should  the  farm  program  be 
charged  with  872  million  pounds  of  food 
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given  to  the  school  lunch  program? 
One  million  four  hundred  thousand 
pounds  of  food  for  people  needing  help 
in  national  disasters?  Should  the  farm¬ 
ers  be  charged  with  all  the  foods  that 
have  been  given  away  under  the  Mar¬ 
shall  plan? 

The  farmer  gets  a  bigger  share  out  of 
each  food  dollar  that  is  spent  for  poultry 
and  eggs  than  any  other  dollar,  65  cents. 
But  the  farmer  only  gets  48  cents  for 
dairy  products  and  22  cents  for  grain 
products  and  the  big  bulk  of  the  farm¬ 
er’s  income  is  derived  from  grain. 

In  any  discussion  of  what  the  farmer 
gets  we  must  always  remember  that  the 
farmer  is  the  only  person  in  our  economy 
who  has  to  say,  “How  much  am  I  of¬ 
fered?”  The  farmer  is  simply  a  price 
taker  not  a  price  setter.  There  is  also 
another  factor  our  city  critic  cannot 
quite  understand:  A  farmer  has  a  part¬ 
ner  in  all  his  food  production;  this  part¬ 
ner  is  stubborn,  undependable,  erratic, 
unpredictable,  and  most  often  uncooper¬ 
ative.  Who  is  this  partner?  “Old  Man 
Weather.”  He  can  rob  a  farmer’s  pocket 
quicker  than  10  pickpockets. 

The  above  factors  are  all  controlling 
and  must  be  considered  by  every  success¬ 
ful  farmer,  but  no  one  sitting  in  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  bureaucracy 
ever  seems  to  think  of  these  factors  when 
they  start  their  planning  for  farmers. 
These  planners  are  always  insisting  a 
cotton  farmer  in  the  uplands  of  Georgia 
is  entitled  to  some  same  base  acreage  al¬ 
lotments  as  the  farmer  who  irrigates  on 
the  fertile  soils  of  Texas  and  California. 

Another  factor  our  city  consumer  does 
not  realize  is  this:  If  farmers  produced 
today  with  the  same  methods  they  used 
in  1940  the  consumers  food  bill  would 
be  $13  billion  a  year  more.  The  con¬ 
sumers  seem  to  think  because  we  have 
stored  up  some  3  or  4  billion  dollars  of 
excess  food  that  this  is  an  extravagant 
waste  of  tax  money.  But  this  3  or  4  bil¬ 
lion  is  saving  the  food  consumer  some 
13  or  14  billion  in  increased  food  prices. 

Today  the  farmer  must  withstand  the 
hard  knocks  from  low  prices,  reduction  of 
acres,  and  a  rising  cost  of  living  for  the 
things  he  must  purchase.  The  farm  pro¬ 
gram  theory  of  Secretary  Benson  has 
been  “reduce  the  price  support  and  you 
will  get  rid  of  the  surplus.”  This  theory 
should  be  thrown  out  the  window.  It 
has  not  worked  in  the  past  and  it  will 
not  work  in  the  future ;  because  the  farm¬ 
er  will  simply  put  more  effort,  more  ferti¬ 
lizer,  and  with  good  weather  produce 
more  crops.  The  farmer  must  have  dol¬ 
lars,  so  he  goes  after  volume  because  with 
enough  volume  even  at  a  lower  price  he 
can  get  more  dollars. 

The  farm  problems  and  surplus  crops 
are  not  one  for  the  farmers  alone.  Our 
population  increases  8,000  every  day.  It 
is  estimated  that  by  1975  we  will  prob¬ 
ably  have  235  million  people  to  feed  and 
clothe.  No  one  advocates  that  we  eat  our 
way  out  of  this  surplus.  Most  important 
thing  to  remember  is  that  the  American 
people  are  eating  more  meat,  more  fresh 
vegetables,  more  milk,  and  more  cheese. 
The  staple,  old-fashioned  foods  such  as 
bread,  beans,  and  potatoes  are  off  a  lot  of 
peoples’  diets.  When  you  go  to  the  big 
supermarkets  and  see  hundreds  of  food 


items  on  the  shelves  from  all  over  the 
world  and  then  when  you  buy  a  complete 
frozen  meal  that  you  prepare  in  20 
minutes,  do  not  blame  the  farmer  for 
the  cost  of  this  food.  And  do  not  forget 
the  producer  of  food  today  is  just  as 
important  a  person  to  you  as  the  producer 
who  got  the  food  for  your  great-grand¬ 
father  by  using  a  gun,  sickle,  and  a  hoe. 
Modern  civilization  and  our  standard  of 
living  is  simply  the  result  of  someone  pro¬ 
ducing  food  by  using  soil  and  water. 

The  average  citizen  of  our  high-plains 
area  who  thinks  of  the  falling  farm  prices 
while  things  he  buys  goes  on  in  the  up¬ 
ward  spiral,  must  recognize  certain  forces 
as  to  why  we  continually  build  up  our 
surplus  food  products. 

In  75  percent  of  the  letters  that  are 
written  to  me  in  regard  to  the  United 
States  surplus  of  food  products,  this  idea 
or  thought  will  appear:  “Let  us  give 
these  excess  products  to  the  needy  peo¬ 
ple  of  the  world  and  quit  paying  storage 
on  them.”  That  is  a  fine  Christian  con¬ 
cept  but  it  is  not  that  simple.  Let  us 
take  a  little  closer  look.  Each  foreign 
nation  is  sovereign  and  has  the  right  to 
control  its  own  people  and  affairs  just 
as  we  do  in  the  United  States.  You  can¬ 
not  load  a  shipload  of  wheat,  rice,  lard, 
cheese,  and  milk  products  in  the  United 
States  and  sail  to  a  foreign  country  and 
unload  the  ship  and  say  to  the  citizens  of 
that  country:  “Come  and  get  it.”  The 
foreign  country  will  not  permit  it  because 
they  will  simply  say,  “These  are  our  cit¬ 
izens.  We  have  farmers  and  storekeep¬ 
ers  and  you  cannot  drive  them  out  of 
business  by  dumping  your  products  on 
us.”  Then  again,  some  of  these  coun¬ 
tries  will  say,  “You  cannot  make  paupers 
out  of  our  people.  We  will  take  the 
products  you  offer  and  distribute  these 
as  we  deem  just  and  equitable.”  Which 
means  selling  it  through  their  regular 
trade  channels.  I  am  sure  that  we  would 
not  permit  some  nation  to  distribute  its 
excess  products,  free  of  charge,  to  our 
people,  thus  depriving  our  own  farmers 
and  businessmen  their  right  to  their 
normal  profits.  That  is  basically  why 
foreign  governments  will  not  permit  us 
to  give  away  our  excess  farm  products. 
Even  when  church  groups  distribute  these 
excess  products  the  countries  still  strict¬ 
ly  control  the  distribution. 

Let  us  also  look  at  some  more  barriers 
and  reasons  why  it  is  difficult  to  dispose 
of  our  excess  products  in  foreign  coun¬ 
tries. 

Each  foreign  country  has  a  quota  sys¬ 
tem,  permitting  only  so  much  of  a  prod¬ 
uct  to  be  imported.  Belgium  has  a  re¬ 
quirement  that  all  bakeries  must  use  90 
percent  Belgium  flour  made  of  wheat 
grown  in  Belgium.  Other  countries  have 
similar  requirements.  Even  if  there  were 
no  import  restrictions  on  these  food 
products,  there  is  the  question  of  money 
exchange,  which,  of  course,  means  how 
to  pay  for  these  products.  Most  foreign 
countries  will  not  permit  their  currency 
to  leave  the  country;  in  other  words,  buy¬ 
ers  of  U.S.  products  have  to  get  permis¬ 
sion  to  pay  for  their  U.S.  products  with 
their  own  currency.  Many  times  there  is 
no  dollars  to  exchange.  This  currency 
shortage  is  a  most  difficult  barrier. 

A  few  years  ago  Congress  passed  a  law 
so  that  the  United  States  could  barter 


our  excess  food  products  for  some  com¬ 
modities  that  a  country  wanted  to  trade 
us.  There  again  we  ran  into  difficulty 
because  not  many  countries  had  prod¬ 
ucts  with  which  to  trade  that  was  not 
already  in  plentiful  supply  in  this  coun¬ 
try.  There  was,  however,  certain  coun¬ 
tries  where  we  could  trade  cotton  and 
wheat  for  strategic  minerals.  As  a  re¬ 
sult  we  have  huge  mineral  stockpiles  now 
on  hand. 

Another  factor  that  restricts  the  ex¬ 
port  of  livestock  products  iiv  excess  of 
our  own  needs  is  that  these  livestock 
products  are  regarded  by  many  countries 
as  luxury  goods,  and  hence  will  not  per¬ 
mit  these  meat  products  to  be  imported. 
In  other  words,  they  refuse  to  use  their 
scarce  dollars  for  what  they  consider 
luxury  items.  France,  Italy,  and  Britain 
are  good  examples  of  this.  France  could 
consume  a  great  deal  more  of  pork  prod¬ 
ucts  except  for  this  factor.  There  is  also 
another  factor  which  retards  the  ex¬ 
portation  of  our  meat  products.  Our 
prices  are  higher,  much  higher,  than  the 
same  products  from  Argentina,  Uruguay, 
Australia,  New  Zealand,  and  Canada. 

Perhaps  the  greatest  of  all  handicaps 
of  getting  rid  of  our  surplus  wheat  is  the 
fact  that  we,  the  United  States,  have 
been  a  party  to  the  International  Wheat 
Treaty,  by  which  we  agreed  to  a  world 
price  for  so  many  million  bushels  of 
wheat. 

We  have  to  live  up  to  this  treaty.  Then 
the  other  wheat-exporting  countries  like 
Canada,  Argentina,  Australia,  Turkey, 
and  so  forth,  say,  “The  United  States  is 
dumping  their  excess  wheat  on  our  pros¬ 
pective  markets.”  This,  of  couifle,  causes 
these  countries  to  point  their  finger  at 
Uncle  Sam,  and  say,  “Is  this  what  you 
mean  by  a  good-neighbor  policy?” 

The  above  statements  are  pointed  out 
to  show  how  complex  is  this  whole  mat¬ 
ter  of  disposal  of  excess  farm  products 
abroad.  Our  State  Department  has  the 
final  say  so  on  all  such  transactions.  We 
have  agricultural  experts  in  all  foreign 
countries.  Who  do  they  work  under? 
The  Secretary  of  Agriculture?  No,  the 
Secretary  of  State. 

In  all  these  transactions  of  trying  to 
get  rid  of  our  excess  food  products  we 
are  always  confronted  with  foreign  na¬ 
tion’s  attitude,  whether  it  be  by  gift, 
barter,  or  sale.  These  foreign  countries 
through  necessity  must  try  to  maintain 
a  balance  between  their  own  consumers 
and  their  own  producers. 

No  one  will  deny  that  through  our  for¬ 
eign-aid  programs  we  have  assisted  most 
foreign  nations  to  increase  their  produc¬ 
tion  of  food.  We  taught  them  our  meth¬ 
ods,  gave  them  tractors,  experts  with  the 
know-how,  fertilizers,  insecticides,  and 
so  forth.  We  encouraged  them  with  our 
tax  dollars  to  produce,  and  they  did. 
Consequently,  look  at  our  own  exports; 
they  are  going  down,  down,  down. 

Many  countries,  through  regulations, 
do  not  permit  many  of  our  meat  prod¬ 
ucts  to  be  imported.  Canada  will  not 
permit  the  United  States  to  export  fresh, 
frozen,  or  cured  pork  for  sanitary  rea¬ 
sons. 

Another  factor  that  has  to  do  with  our 
own  U.S.  policy  is  this:  We  are  the 
world’s  biggest  producer  of  meat  prod¬ 
ucts.  The  largest  importer  of  meats  in 
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the  world  is  Great  Britain,  and  strangely 
enough  the  United  States  is  second 
largest  importer.  We  import,  accord¬ 
ing  to  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture,  524  million  pounds  per  year.  This 
includes  beef,  veal,  pork,  mutton,  lamb, 
goat  and  horse  meat  on  carcass  weight 
basis. 

Payments  received  by  farmers  for  food 
products  in  1948  was  19.2  billions,  but 
payments  to  farmers  for  food  products 
in  1957  was  19.5  billion.  The  retail 
value  of  this  1957  food  was  50.5  billion. 
That  is  what  the  consumer  paid.  The 
retail  price  of  the  1948  food  sold  by 
farmers  was  39.0  billion.  The  marketing 
charges  rose  over  the  10  years  to  $11.4 
billion.  The  figures  apply  only  to  foods 
produced  and  sold  off  the  farms  and 
purchased  at  retail  by  consumers.  For 
feeding  a  population  of  146  million  in 
1948,  the  farmers  received  a  sum  of  $19.2 
billion,  but  in  1947  received  $19.5  billion 
for  feeding  172  million  persons. 

Most  of  the  loud  voiced  panacea  ped¬ 
dlers,  who  always  are  pointing  out  that 
farmers  are  getting  rich  at  the  expense 
of  the  consumer,  are  just  cheap  prattlers 
of  silly  songs,  trying  to  get  votes  in  the 
large  cities. 

The  facts  are  very  apparent  to  anyone 
who  wants  to  really  know,  but  there  are 
even  people  in  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  who  seem  to  think  it  is  their 
duty  to  always  be  talking  about  the  ne¬ 
cessity  of  lowering  the  price  of  farm 
products  in  order  to  protect  the  interests 
of  the  consumers  in  the  large  city  areas. 

The  farmer  today  gets  lower  prices  for 
basic  farm  products  than  he  did  in  1952. 
Take  butter  as  an  example;  in  1952  the 
wholesale  price  of  butter  in  Chicago  was 
72.2  cents  per  pound,  today  it  is  58.7 
cents.  Most  retail  food  prices  increased 
30  percent  from  1950  to  1957.  Butter 
prices  increased  less  than  2  percent. 

What  causes  the  increase  in  food  costs 
to  consumers?  Labor,  transportation, 
additional  costs  of  packaging,  freezing 
and  the  preparation  of  precooked  foods. 
One  of  the  biggest  items  in  the  increased 
cost  is  taxes;  and,  of  course,  throughout 
history  the  tax  gatherers  and  tax  leviers 
have  been  trying  to  conceal  the  taxes 
levied.  The  best  tax  in  the  eyes  of  the 
taxmakers  is  one  that  is  the  most 
cleverly  concealed.  Certainly  the  taxes 
on  the  processing  of  food  is  a  good  ex¬ 
ample  of  concealed  taxes. 

The  farmer’s  contribution  to  the  con¬ 
sumers’  food  bill  has  not  increased  in 
the  past  10  years.  Incomes  of  persons 
who  are  not  farmers  have  increased 
steadily  during  the  past  10  years.  The 
cost  of  goods  and  services  the  farmer 
must  have  has  increased  steadily.  The 
cash  income  of  farmers  has  not  in¬ 
creased. 

There  is  also  a  vociferous  group  seek¬ 
ing  consumer  votes  who  are  always  say¬ 
ing  the  price  support  program  for 
farmers  increases  the  cost  of  food  to  the 
consumer.  This  is  not  true.  The  fig¬ 
ures  and  data  included  herein  take  into 
account  so-called  price  supports. 

Not  long  ago  I  received  a  postal  card 
with  3  bright  new  pennies  attached. 
The  message  on  the  card  said:  “Lower 
the  price  of  bread  by  getting  rid  of  price 
supports.”  This  was  an  admission  that 


there  is  about  3  cents  worth  of  wheat 
in  a  24  cent  loaf  of  bread. 

Let  us  take  a  little  closer  look  at  what 
goes  into  the  cost  of  a  24  cent  loaf  of 
bread  that  a  few  years  ago  cost  10  cents. 

Wheat  today  sells  on  the  market  for 
about  $1.73  a  bushel.  By  the  time  this 
bushel  of  wheat  is  made  into  66  loaves 
of  bread,  it  costs  the  consumer  $15.84 — 
quite  a  spread. 

The  grocer  who  sold  this  bread  at  a 
profit  got  about  3  cents  on  a  24-cent 
loaf.  He  had  to  pay  out  of  his  3  cents  a 
portion  for  taxes,  social  security,  unem¬ 
ployment,  electricity,  telephone,  rent,  in¬ 
vestment  charges,  delivery  charges,  gaso¬ 
line  taxes,  income  taxes,  and  so  forth. 
All  these  taxes  must  be  paid  or  go  out  of 
business.  In  addition  to  these  hidden 
taxes  and  fixed  charges  for  doing  busi¬ 
ness,  there  are  the  constantly  increasing 
labor  costs  of  his  employees.  Mr.  Hoffa’s 
teamsters  don’t  work  for  nothing.  So 
it  would  seem  with  all  these  charges — 3 
cents  profit  per  loaf  is  not  an  exorbitant 
profit. 

The  mill  that  ground  the  flour  paid 
2  Vo  cents  for  the  wheat  in  a  loaf  of  bread, 
but  when  he  sold  the  flour  for  this  loaf 
he  got  5  cents.  This  flour  milling  com¬ 
pany  has  seven  Federal  taxes  to  pay  as 
well  as  seven  State  taxes  to  pay.  The 
railroads  or  trucklines  that  hauled  the 
flour  also  had  about  the  same  number  of 
hidden  taxes  to  pay. 

Let  us  take  a  look  at  other  factors  of 
cost  in  this  loaf  of  bread.  There  is 
sugar  in  it.  Sugar  has  had  a  very  stable 
price  over  the  past  10  years.  You  can 
get  about  as  much  sugar  for  a  dollar 
today  as  you  could  10  years  ago,  maybe 
more. 

So  the  sugar  cost  in  a  loaf  of  bread  has 
not  increased.  Neither  has  the  cost  of 
shortening  increased,  nor  the  price  of 
salt.  It  was  recently  pointed  out  by  well- 
informed  sources  that  with  all  these 
charges  a  loaf  of  bread  could  be  sold  for 
12  cents. 

But  upon  closer  look  we  find  more 
hidden  charges.  It  is  estimated  there 
are  206  separate  transactions  in  getting 
a  quart  of  milk  from  the  pasture  to  the 
bakery. 

It  is  reliably  estimated  there  are  151 
separate  taxes  on  this  24-cent  loaf  of 
bread. 

In  final  analysis  we  are  paying  in 
hidden  taxes — 12  cents  on  each  loaf  of 
bread. 

What  conclusion  have  you  reached  in 
regard  to  these  figures?  I  believe  there 
is  only  one  conclusion  you  can  come  to 
and  it  is  this :  The  grocer,  the  baker,  the 
miller,  the  railroads,  the  trucker — in¬ 
volved  in  this  loaf  of  bread — does  not 
pay  these  hidden  taxes,  you  pay  the 
taxes — you  the  consumer  pay — because 
all  these  people  or  corporations  just  pass 
the  tax  charges  on  to  you. 

It  can  safely  be  said  the  people  who 
eat  this  24-cent  loaf  of  bread  pay  all 
the  taxes. 

The  farmer  who  received  the  2l/2  cents 
for  his  wheat  also  paid  taxes. 

And  while  thinking  of  taxes  please  re¬ 
member  whenever  you  hear  about  Con¬ 
gress  voting  a  billion  dollars  to  India, 
Tito,  Communist  Poland  it  costs  every 
American  family  $25  for  each  billion 


spent.  Do  not  think  because  you  don’t 
pay  this  $25  directly  you  do  not  pay  it. 

For  the  average  citizen  these  hidden 
taxes  are  more  dostly  than  a  direct  in¬ 
come  tax. 

And  here  is  a  question  for  you  to 
answer,  “If  every  family  had  to  send  in 
their  $25  to  pay  their  share  of  the  billions 
aid  program  to  Communist  Poland  and 
Tito,  how  much  do  you  think  Poland  and 
Tito  would  get?” 

As  I  said  in  the  beginning,  I  realize 
this  bill  is  a  patched-up  affair;  but  it 
is  a  start,  and  in  my  opinion  will  start 
reducing  the  surplus  of  wheat  and  not 
break  the  farmer  in  so  doing.  This  bill 
is  only  for  2  years. 

Its  basic  provisions  are: 

Reduces  the  15-acre  exemption  to  the 
smaller  of  12  acres,  or  the  highest 
planted  acreage  in  1957,  1958,  or  1959, 
and  permanently  repeals  the  200 -bushel 
exemption,  which  is  now  inoperative. 

Removes  the  ceiling  of  30  acres  on  the 
wheat-for-feed  exemption,  and  allows 
unlimited  production  for  on-the-farm 
use. 

Provides  price  supports  at  90  percent 
of  parity,  but  requires  producers  to  re¬ 
duce  their  acreage  allotments  by  25  per¬ 
cent.  This  land  in  the  25-percent  reduc¬ 
tion  is  not  eligible  for  the  soil  bank  or 
for  planting  to  any  crop  subject  to  price 
support  under  the  Agricultural  Act  of 
1949. 

But  farmers  could  plant  sorghum, 
corn,  oats,  and  rye,  which  he  could  sell 
on  the  open  market.  He  could  plant 
crops  for  ensilage  on  this  25  percent 
land. 

If  the  farmer  will  agree  not  to  plant 
any  crops  or  use  for  pasture  any  of 
this  25  percent  land,  he  would  receive 
a  bonus  for  this  25  percent  land  of  a 
payment  in  kind  in  wheat  on  one-third 
of  the  actual  average  wheat  production 
during  preceeding  3  years.  As  payment 
he  would  receive  a  certificate  that  he 
could  take  to  the  Government  stored 
grain  bin  and  get  wheat  or  sell  his  cer¬ 
tificate  in  bushels  of  wheat  at  market 
price. 

For  the  2  years  this  bill  is  in  effect  it 
increases  the  present  penalty  for  over¬ 
planting  to  65  percent  of  parity,  and 
bases  computations  on  double  the  normal 
yield  or  the  actual  yield,  whichever  is 
lower. 

Provides  automatic  history  preserva¬ 
tion. 

Wheat  farmers  would  be  given  an  op¬ 
portunity  to  vote  on  this  if  bill  becomes 
law.  If  two-thirds  fail  to  vote  for  it 
there  would  be  unlimited  production  of 
wheat  at  50  percent  of  parity. 

I  shall  support  this  bill  because  in  my 
opinion  it  is  the  only  chance  we  have 
of  getting  any  so-called  wheat  legisla¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  QUIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  notice 
by  the  comments  of  the  gentleman  from 
South  Dakota  who  preceded  me  that  the 
Democratic  national  platform  contains 
a  statement  that  agricultural  products 
be  supported  at  90  percent  of  parity,  yet 
we  saw  them  go  against  their  platform 
in  their  bill  yesterday  when  they  asked 
to  have  tobacco  supports  cut  back  below 
90  percent  of  parity;  in  fact,  they 
wanted  it  cut  back  to  88  or  87  percent 
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this  year  and  continually  cut  back 
through  the  years  for  another  5  years 
to  71  to  75  percent  of  parity  on  Flue- 
cured  and  burley  tobacco. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  QUIE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  Had  all  basic  com¬ 
modities  remained  at  90  percent  of  parity 
it  would  not  have  been  necessary  for  the 
tobacco  producer  to  come  in  and  ask 
that  their  support  price  be  figured  on 
the  old  or  the  new  parity,  whichever  was 
the  lower.  It  was  sliding  scale  of  parity 
prices  on  other  commodities  that  were 
not  controlled  that  caused  tobacco  to  go 
up  and  caused  the  tobacco  growers  to 
want  to  have  it  lowered  in  order  to  keep 
some  semblance  of  supply  and  demand. 

Mr.  QUIE.  The  gentleman  is  right  in 
one  point  only  there,  that  was  one  of 
the  reasons  why  90  percent  parity  caused 
the  price  to  go  up.  The  other  reason 
that  caused  it  to  go  up  was  that  you 
did  a  good  job  of  controlling  tobacco 
production.  That  is  the  second  reason 
it  happened. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  I  agree  with  the 
gentleman  and  that  is  exactly  why  we 
were  opposed  to  the  amendment  that 
the  gentleman  supported  which  would 
freeze  this  price  for  3  years.  In  addi¬ 
tion  to  that  we  were  supporting  90  per¬ 
cent  of  the  old  provision,  90  per¬ 
cent  support  price,  90  percent  of  the 
old  parity  which  gave  them  a  lower  price. 

Mr.  QUIE.  But  the  reason  for  going 
back  to  old  parity  is  really  to  hide  the 
fact  that  the  price  support  is  frozen. 

There  are  three  reasons  why  we  are  in 
difficulty  on  the  wheat  program.  We 
allowed  wheat  fanners  to  overproduce 
by  not  imposing  a  penalty  which  would 
prevent  overproduction.  This  bill  it  is 
true  goes  a  step  in  that  direction  by 
increasing  the  penalty;  but  to  do  a  good 
job,  I  would  say  that  the  bill  should 
put  a  penalty  on  planted  acres  and  not 
on  harvested  acres. 

The  second  reason  why  we  are  in  diffi¬ 
culty  is  because  we  have  the  15-acre 
exemptions.  Farmers  who  never  plant¬ 
ed  wheat  before  are  now  harvesting  up 
to  15  acres  on  their  farms.  In  1941, 
when  the  exemption  became  law,  28,000 
farms  raised  less  than  15  acres.  Now, 
because  of  a  guaranteed  price,  1,225,000 
farms  are  raising  up  to  15  acres. 

I  shall  vote  for  the  Belcher  amend¬ 
ment  because  it  will  get  at  one  of  the 
reasons  why  the  past  wheat  program 
has  failed.  His  amendment  would  put 
all  wheat  farmers  under  quota  no  mat¬ 
ter  what  size  of  allotement  they  have. 
If  we  are  going  to  support  the  price  of 
wheat  at  a  higher  rate  than  its  normal 
market  value,  it  is  recognized  by  all  that 
controls  must  be  imposed.  This  amend¬ 
ment  will  affect  the  farmers  in  my  dis¬ 
trict  since  most  of  them  raise  less  than 
15  acres  of  wheat  and  hundreds  of  them 
have  elected  to  raise  wheat  in  late  years. 
The  only  way  a  control  program  will 
work  is  if  all  farmers  who  raise  wheat 
are  involved  in  the  program  and  the 
Belcher  amendment  will  be  necessary  to 
bring  this  about.  My  farmers  are  not 
greedy  like  the  gentleman  from  Tennes¬ 
see  said  his  were.  I  believe  they  rec¬ 
ognize  the  principle  involved  and  those 


who  traditionally  raise  wheat  would  like 
the  opportunity  to  vote. 

The  third  reason  why  the  program 
has  not  worked  is  that  Congress  put  a 
55-million-acre  minimum  allotment  for 
the  whole  country.  On  that  55  million 
acres  we  grow  more  wheat  than  we  can 
use  in  this  country,  and  export  without 
great  subsidy.  We  ought  to  be  able  to 
reduce  wheat  acreage  below  that.  The 
55-million-acre  minimum  should  be  re¬ 
duced.  The  committee  bill  goes  in  that 
direction  but  acres  would  need  to  be  re¬ 
duced  at  least  30  percent  to  do  the  job 
at  90  percent  of  parity. 

I  went  along  with  you  when  you 
wanted  a  support  at  less  than  90  percent 
of  parity  in  the  tobacco  bill  because  you 
found  you  were  pricing  yourselves  out  of 
the  tobacco  market.  Now  I  ask  you, 
Is  there  not  a  similar  danger  in  this 
wheat  bill? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
the  gentleman  1  additional  minute. 

Mr.  QUIE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Did  I  understand  the 
gentleman  to  say  most  of  his  wheat 
farmers  were  small  farmers? 

Mr.  QUIE.  Most  of  my  farmers  raise 
less  than  15  acres  of  wheat. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  If  the  gentleman  votes 
for  the  Belcher  amendment,  he  is  going 
to  vote  them  out  of  business. 

Mr.  QUIE.  Why  should  they  be  al¬ 
lowed  to  come  in  and  ruin  this  wheat 
program? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  But  if  the  gentleman 
votes  for  the  Belcher  amendment,  he 
will  do  so  knowing  that  he  will  put  all 
of  the  15-acre  farmers  out  of  business. 

Mr.  QUIE.  This  amendment  puts 
them  in  the  wheat  program.  If  they 
want  to  raise  wheat,  they  should  come 
under  the  program  and  have  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  vote  on  it.  The  raising  of 
wheat' is  a  very  small  part  of  this  total 
enterprise  and  would  in  no  way  put 
them  out  of  business. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Yes.  Then,  if  the 
Belcher  amendment  is  adopted,  they  can 
go  out  and  grow  com,  soybean  or  any 
crop  they  want  to  grow  in  competition 
with  the  crops  of  Iowa  and  the  great 
commercial  corn  area  of  America. 

Mr.  QUIE.  We  are  in  the  com  area, 
and  that  is  what  these  farmers  were 
growing  all  of  these  years. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Does  the  gentleman 
think  that  the  farmers  of  Iowa  want 
your  farmers  to  abandon  the  growing  of 
wheat  and  go  into  the  corn-producing 
business  when  we  have  the  largest  corn 
crop  in  our  history  in  the  current  year? 

Mr.  QUIE.  These  people  are  com 
farmers,  and  that  is  a  problem  we  will 
have  to  take  care  of  in  the  com  bill. 
They  are  harming  the  wheat  program — 
should  stay  within  their  allotments  and 
most  of  them  recognize  that. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Minnesota  has  again 
expired. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  [Mr.  Hagen]. 

(Mr.  HAGEN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.  ) 


Mr.  HAGEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want 
to  say  at  the  outset  that  I  support  the 
Belcher  amendment  as  I  hope  it  will  be 
amended  by  an  amendment  I  will  offer, 
because  I  think  it  does  something  per¬ 
manent  to  a  very  bad  wheat  law. 

I  heard  a  joke  on  television  the  other 
night  about  the  tree  surgeon  who  fell 
out  of  his  patient  and  broke  his  leg.  It 
reminds  me  of  the  Congress.  We  have 
been  climbing  up  that  tree  and  falling 
out  of  the  tree;  the  tree  gets  bigger  and 
the  fall  becomes  harder  all  the  time.  It 
is  time  we  do  something  about  curing 
the  disease. 

I  want  to  say  something  about  the 
role  of  the  whole  Congress  in  this  agri¬ 
cultural  situation.  We  had  a  very  unique 
argument  made  here  the  other  day  that 
seemed  to  indicate  if  one  did  not  grow 
wheat,  corn  or  tobacco,  he  was  not  quali¬ 
fied  to  really  think  about  the  problems 
of  these  programs.  I  am  in  a  rather 
unique  position.  I  represent  an  agri¬ 
cultural  area.  But  I  do  not  own  a  farm. 
But  it  is  time  that  you  people  in  the 
cities  become  alerted  and  do  not  turn 
the  determination  of  these  programs  over 
to  the  wheatgrowers  or  the  cottongrow- 
ers  or  the  tobaccogrowers.  You  have 
a  stake  in  this  whole  program.  I  never 
heard  anyone  assert  that  the  urban  city 
dweller  should  be  given  a  carte  blanche 
on  a  housing  program  or  that  the  repre- 
sentatives-of  labor  should  be  given  carte 
blanche  on  a  labor  bill. 

So  let  us  play  it  both  ways  and  exer¬ 
cise  judgment  with  respect  to  this  farm 
program. 

Let  me  say  that  if  this  kind  of  legisla¬ 
tion  continues  much  longer  we  might  as 
well  screw  the  dome  off  the  Capitol  and 
give  it  to  these  various  commodity 
groups,  because  their  demands  are  in¬ 
satiable  unless  they  are  tempered  by  the 
good  judgment  of  Congress  and  by  those 
Representatives  who  do  not  have  a  vested 
interest  in  their  vote. 

I  was  at  one  time  an  advocate  of  90 
percent  of  parity.  I  no  longer  am.  I 
feel  these  programs  have  created  a  situa¬ 
tion  where  we  are  advancing  to  a  condi¬ 
tion  of  corporate  farms  at  one  end  and  a 
peasantry  like  we  have  in  Europe  at  the 
other  end.  If  these  programs  are  not 
reasonably  altered  ultimately  we  are. go¬ 
ing  to  proceed  to  the  condition  where 
we  have  nothing  but  an  impoverished 
peasantry  existing  on  a  subsistence  basis. 

What  is  wrong  with  the  wheat  pro¬ 
gram?  The  wheat  farmers  have  enjoyed 
too  high  a  price  support.  Experts  will 
tell  you  that  by  any  reasonable  standard 
of  parity  the  level  of  support  has  been  110 
to  115  percent  of  parity,  a  wartime  price 
for  wheat.  A  75  percent  of  parity  per¬ 
haps  is  too  high.  I  understand  that  a 
reasonably  efficient  wheat  grower  on 
good  ground  in  a  good  producing  wheat 
area  can  grow  wheat  for  about  80  cents 
a  bushel.  The  proposal  offered  by  the 
committee  would  peg  that  price  support 
at  $2.13  a  bushel.  The  prospect  of  profits 
is  tremendous.  True,  the  committee  bill 
makes  a  gesture  in  the  direction  of  re¬ 
duced  acreage.  But  what  is  accom¬ 
plished  when  you  provide  this  high  in¬ 
centive  price  at  the  same  time?  You 
guarantee  that  the  farmers  are  going  to 
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take  out  their  worst  acres,  they  are  going 
to  farm  the  devil  out  of  the  acres  remain¬ 
ing,  and  your  total  yield  is  going  to  be 
approximately  the  same. 

Remember  also  that  this  is  only  a  2- 
year  program.  We  are  merely  putting  a 
patch  on  a  very  smelly  situation,  and 
it  is  going  to  start  smelling  again  in  a 
subsequent  Congress  and  that  Congress 
will  have  the  same  pistol  pointed  at  its 
head  as  this  one,  with  mountainous  sur¬ 
plus  and  a  big  bill  to  the  taxpayer.  On 
the  other  hand,  the  Belcher  amendment 
does  something  permanent  to  the  wheat 
law,  which,  in  its  present  form,  does  not 
go  far  enough,  but  will  with  amend¬ 
ments  I  will  offer.  It  will  result  in  a 
considerable  reduction  in  wheat  acre¬ 
age.  Furthermore,  it  will  maintain  a 
lower  support  level  which  will  not  pro¬ 
vide  the  incentive  for  this  mass  inten¬ 
sive  farming  to  detract  from  a  reduction 
of  the  lowest  producing  acres.  And,  I 
am  certain,  further,  that  there  will  be 
many  acres  that  will  not  be  planted  by 
farmers  who  might  plant  under  the  90 
percent  program.  That  is  the  advantage 
of  the  Belcher  amendment. 

Mr.  CORBETT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HAGEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  CORBETT.  I  would  like  to  com¬ 
mend  the  gentleman  on  his  statement 
and  to  assure  him  that  a  lot  of  our  folks 
from  the  cities  are  going  to  support  this 
reduction,  and  I  think  one  of  the  best 
evidences  of  it  is  the  fact  that  there  were 
149  votes  yesterday  against  the  tobacco 
bill,  mostly  as  a  protest  against  what  is 
going  on. 

Mr.  HAGEN.  Those  persons  who 
argue  that  by  lowering  price  support  you 
do  not  increase  production  overlook  the 
fact  that  farming  has  changed  in  this 
country.  We  have  farmers — and  they 
are  the  best  farmers — who  exercise  a 
business  judgment  about  their  produc¬ 
tion,  and  if  by  reason  of  the  contem¬ 
plated  market  price,  they  cannot  reap 
the  profit  they  seek,  they  will  not  plant. 
The  argument  that  there  will  be  no 
planting  reduction  by  reason  of  the  low¬ 
ing  in  support  level  is  completely  fal¬ 
lacious.  True,  some  farmers  do  not  fol¬ 
low  that  course  of  procedure,  but  there 
are  a  number  of  them  who  do,  and  under 
the  Belcher  amendment  you  will  find  a 
substantial  lessening  of  production. 

The  pending  wheat  bill,  H.R.  7246,  is 
a  grossly  inadequate  response  to  our 
most  pressing  farm  problem,  to  wit,  re¬ 
duction  of  our  present  oversupply  of 
wheat,  which,  by  date  of  July  1,  1960, 
will  reach  a  quantity  of  1 V2  billion  bush¬ 
els — an  amount  adequate  to  supply  an¬ 
nual  U.S.  food  needs  for  3  years — an 
amount  of  Government-held  grain  that 
will  cost  over  $1  million  a  day  to  store 
and  to  meet  the  cost  of  interest  attrib¬ 
utable  to  the  amount  of  money  invested 
in  it. 

The  wheat  bill  provisions  amount  to 
an  effort  to  place  a  2 -year  bandage  on 
a  festering  sore  to  keep  it  from  smelling 
and  a  subsequent  Congress  will  meet 
confronted  with  the  same  necessities  of 
changing  a  basically  bad  permanent 
wheat  law  with  costs  increased  by  a  tem¬ 


porary  expedient  and  little  or  no  reduc¬ 
tion  in  Government  surpluses. 

Our  actions  should  be  governed  by 
public  policy  criteria  and  not  by  a  par¬ 
tisan  concern  for  the  wheat  grower.  The 
present  problem  stems  from  the  mis¬ 
directed  effort  of  past  Congresses  to  kill 
the  wheat  grower  with  kindness  through 
exorbitant  gratuities.  The  blame  for  the 
present  situation  lies  directly  with  past 
Congresses  and  if  H.R.  7246  passes  in  its 
present  form  we  will  share  that  blame. 

There  is  no  logic  in  the  inconsistencies 
of  the  various  commodity  support  laws, 
and  the  wheat  law  has  been  the  loosest, 
as  a  critical  examination  of  it  will  reveal. 

A.  SUPPORT  LEVEL 

The  support  level  has  been  too  high. 
By  reason  of  the  mechanization  of  pro¬ 
duction  and  increases  in  yields — without 
equivalent  increase  in  cost — the  cost  of 
production  per  bushel  has  greatly  fallen 
in  a  fashion  not  reflected  in  parity  for¬ 
mulas,  which  have  held  support  prices  at 
a  level  calculated  by  experts  to  represent 
110  to  115  percent  of  a  realistic  parity. 
The  American  Farm  Bureau  Federation 
estimates  that  wheat  can  be  grown  in 
reasonably  efficient  production  areas  for 
a  cost  of  about  80  cents  a  bushel,  whereas 
recent  support  prices  deemed  to  repre¬ 
sent  90  percent  of  parity  or  less  have 
topped  the  $2  per  bushel  figure.  This 
high  price  has  worked  against  the  inter¬ 
est  of  efficient  growing  States  by  inviting 
in  more  marginal  competition. 

B.  PRODUCTION  CONTROLS 

Production  controls,  on  the  other  hand, 
have  been  almost  constantly  loosened  at 
the  expense  of  the  American  taxpayer. 
Remember  this  fact,  because  a  high  price 
support  program  can  only  work  in  a 
framework  of  tight  production  controls. 

To  illustrate  my  charge  of  loose  con¬ 
trols,  let  us  take  the  example  of  wheat- 
grower  John  Doe. 

The  Congress  generously  afforded  to 
him  and  his  colleagues  a  minimum  na¬ 
tional  farm  acreage  allotment  to  cut  up 
which  would  invariably  produce  a  wheat 
surplus  even  with  the  existence  of  a  juicy 
export  subsidy  program.  The  high  na¬ 
tional  minimums  established — currently 
55  million  acres — tightened  the  belt  of 
the  taxpayer  but  did  little  to  tighten  the 
belt  of  the  wheatgrower. 

To  compound  its  misdirected  gener¬ 
osity  in  the  form  of  support  levels  and 
minimum  national  allotments  the  Con¬ 
gress  then  made  it  easy  for  the  individ¬ 
ual  farmer  to  slip  out  of  the  noose  of 
controls.  For  example,  efficient  farmer 
John  Doe  was  given  the  opportunity 
and  the  incentive  to  violate  his  quotas. 

With  the  certain  knowledge  that  a 
sufficient  number  of  his  less  efficient 
neighbors  would,  in  effect,  sell  their 
wheat  to  the  Government  to  maintain 
the  support  price  as  the  market  price, 
the  law  made  it  easy  for  him  to  illegally 
Violate  his  quotas. 

First  the  penalty  for  overplanted 
wheat  was  too  low.  With  an  80-cent- 
a -bushel  cost  of  production  and  a  price 
in  excess  of  $2  he  could  profitably  afford 
to  pay  an  approximate  80-cents-a-bushel 
penalty.  Moreover  he  did  not  pay  the 
penalty  on  all  of  his  illegal  bushels  be¬ 


cause  the  Congress  said  that  it  would 
be  paid  only  on  an  estimated  normal 
yield  and  he  could  consistently  grow 
more  than  that  normal  yield,  which 
might  have  been  arrived  at  in  conniv¬ 
ance  with  local  farmer  committees. 

Moreover,  until  recently,  he  could  ac¬ 
quire  crop  history  for  his  illegal  acres 
and  the  following  year  could  plant  them 
legally  in  competition  with  other  wheat 
growers — a  most  valuable  privilege  like 
that  exercised  by  a  bootlegger  in  invest¬ 
ing  his  ill-gotten  gains  in  a  legal  busi¬ 
ness. 

However,  the  Congress  did  not  reckon 
this  pie  was  rich  enough.  It  thought 
that  John  Doe  should  have  a  second  look 
at  the  consequences  of  his  illegal  act  of 
overplanting.  It  provided  that  his  com¬ 
pliance  with  quotas  would  be  meas¬ 
ured — not  on  the  basis  of  planted  acres 
but  rather — on  the  blasis  of  harvested 
acres.  With  this  “last  clear  chance’’ 
John  Doe  could  bring  himself  into  com¬ 
pliance,  after  violating  the  intent  of  the 
law,  if  the  wind  and  the  weather  had 
not  cooperated  with  him  as  he  desired 
and  produced  an  overall  bumper  crop. 
He  could  simply  plow  under  those  il¬ 
legal  acres  which  an  act  of  nature  had 
made  unprofitable.  This  privilege  was 
of  double  benefit  because  he  was  thus 
able  to  select  his  best  acres  as  compli¬ 
ance  acres  after  the  fact  of  violation — 
one  of  the  few  cases  in  life  in  which 
hindsight  was  permitted  to  operate  in  a 
business  transaction. 

Even  this  cumulative  generosity  was 
insufficient  for  at  least  a  segment  of  our 
lawmakers.  They  decided  to  give  John 
Doe  a  backdoor  form  of  crop  insurance 
without  the  usual  justifications  that 
Government  insurance  must  meet. 

If  John  farmed  in  an  area  of  uncer¬ 
tain  weather  from  year  to  year  he  was 
permitted  to  store  his  illegal  grain,  with¬ 
out  paying  a  penalty,  and  if  his  allotted 
crop  failed  the  next  year,  he  could  de¬ 
clare  that  illegal  grain  as  that  year’s 
production  and  sell  it  without  penalty. 

Now,  we,  as  citizens,  may  sympathize 
with  the  victim  of  bad  weather  but  we 
must  keep  in  mind  the  fact  that  these 
bad  weather  possibilities  are  reflected  in 
lower  land  costs,  lower  tax  assessments, 
and  a  variety  of  other  ascertainable 
benefits.  Furthermore  we  must  remem¬ 
ber  that  these  objects  of  our  sympathy 
have  re-created  the  Dust  Bowl  problems 
of  the  midthirties  in  a  large  section  of 
our  country,  and  have  made  money  by 
such  actions,  at  least  in  the  short  run. 

C.  EXPORT  SUBSIDY 

Past  law  has  not  only  given  the  wheat 
growers  the  advantage  of  high  support 
levels  and  loose  controls  but  also  has 
given  them  a  dump  export  subsidy  pro¬ 
gram  unmatched  by  that  of  any  other 
crop.  For  some  reason  difficult  to  under¬ 
stand  this  aspect  of  the  program  has  re¬ 
lieved  political  pressures  on  other  as¬ 
pects  of  the  program. 

This  export  subsidy — which  infuriates 
our  friends  abroad  such  as  Canada — cur¬ 
rently  amounts  to  about  70  cents  a 
bushel.  It  dates  back  to  the  mid¬ 
thirties  in  a  single  form.  But  the  de¬ 
mand  for  foreign  sales  to  relieve  the 
pressures  on  our  elevators  became  so 
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great  that  it  now  has  multiple  forms. 
The  original  subsidy  has  been  supple¬ 
mented  by  the  International  Wheat 
Agreement  and  inclusion  of  wheat  in  the 
benefits  of  Public  Law  480. 

D.  THE  PAINFUL  CONCLUSION 

The  Farm  Bureau  estimates  that  the 
various  guises  of  the  wheat  program 
have  cost  the  taxpayers  over  $5  billion 
through  1958  and  excluded  from  that 
figure  are  large  areas  of  administrative 
costs  and  amounts  of  Government  paid 
for  wheat  values  disposed  of  through 
UNRAA,  famine  relief,  and  lend  lease. 

On  the  basis  of  these  facts  I  will  seek 
to  amend  H.R.  7246  to  accomplish  some 
needed  permanent  changes  in,  the  basic 
wheat  law  and  I  hope  that  you  will  sup¬ 
port  me  in  my  effort. 

I  will  seek  to  reduce  the  55  million  na¬ 
tional  acreage  allotment  minimum  to  a 
figure  of  40  million. 

I  will  seek  to  require  evaluation  of  com¬ 
pliance  with  acreage  allotments  on  the 
basis  of  planted  acres  rather  than  har¬ 
vested  acres.  This  change  of  standard 
will  not  only  reduce  surplus  production 
but  reduce  some  of  the  temptation  for 
the  wheat  grower  to  become  a  law  vio¬ 
lator.  Furthermore  it  will  have  an  im¬ 
pact  on  the  operation  of  the  “back-door 
crop  insurance  program’’  which  I  have 
mentioned. 

I  will  seek  to  make  these  same  amend¬ 
ments  to  the  substitute  to  the  committee 
bill  to  be  offered  by  Congressman  Page 
Belcher.  Parenthetically  I  should  state 
that  I  will  support  the  Belcher  substitute 
as  an  improvement  over  the  committee 
proposal. 

I  would  also  like  to  read  into  the  record 
an  analysis  of  the  relative  cost  of  H.R. 
7246  and  other  aspects  of  the  committee 
bill,  prepared  by  someone  in  the  Amer¬ 
ican  Farm  Bureau  Federation.  Whether 
this  analysis  has  the  complete  approval 
of  the  president  and  directors  of  the 
American  Farm  Bureau  Federation  I  do 
not  know.  I  do  know,  however,  that  the 
organization  officially  opposes  H.R.  7246 
on  a  variety  of  grounds.  The  said  anal¬ 
ysis  reads  as  follows,  quote: 

Comments  on  Report  No.  384  Dated  May  25, 
1959,  op  the  House  Agriculture  Commit¬ 
tee  Concerning  H.R.  7246,  Proposing  a 
Wheat  Program  for  1960-61 
The  explanation  starts  out  by  saying  that 
“This  bill  *  *  *  would,  reduce  the  production 
of  wheat  during  the  2  years  by  approximate¬ 
ly  480  million  bushels;  it  would  lower  the 
cost  of  the  wheat  program  during  this  period 
by  an  estimated  $528  million.”  The  report 
does  not  explain  how  such  optimistic  esti¬ 
mates  can  be  substantiated.  As  a  matter  of 
fact,  the  following  is  a  much  more  realistic 
appraisal  of  what  probably  will  happen. 

First,  production  might  be  reduced  some¬ 
what,  but  the  carryover  of  wheat  stocks  by 
the  Government  would  probably  increase. 
The  reasons  for  this  are  set  out  below.  With 
respect  to  the  estimated  savings,  this  is 
strictly  without  foundation,  and  probably 
the  new  bill  would  cost  more  money  rather 
than  less.  This  also  is  set  out  below. 
reduction  of  production 
This  bill  might  reduce  production  some¬ 
what  but  not  necessarily  carryover  stocks  in 
each  of  the  next  2  years.  It  would,  however, 
stimulate  efforts  to  increase  yields  through 
irrigation,  new  varieties,  use  of  fertilizer, 
etc.  This  plus  the  improvement  in  produc¬ 
tive  capacity  that  is  to  be  expected  in  the 
land  diverted  from  wheat  production  would 


set  the  stage  for  very  material  expansion  of 
wheat  production  in  the  future;  $2.13  is  such 
an  incentive  price  to  encourage  production 
that  it  is  illogical  to  assume  that  production 
will  be  curtailed  to  any  appreciable  extent, 
particularly  when  it  is  realized  that  in  many 
areas  wheat  can  be  produced  for  80  cents  a 
bushel  or  less.  The  reduction  in  production 
which  might  result  from  the  bill  would  not 
be  proportionate  to  the  proposed  acreage  cut. 

1.  Producers  would  retire  less  productive 
acres. 

2.  Some  immediate  increase — and  perhaps 
a  sizable  increase  in  average  yields  inevitably 
would  result  from  the  proposed  25  percent 
cut  in  allotments — even  in  the  short  run,  the 
effect  would  be  greater  a  few  years  from  now. 

3.  The  combination  of  increased  price  sup¬ 
ports  and  reduced  allotments  would  stimu¬ 
late  a  fuller  use  of  the  allotted  acreage  and 
quota  exemptions,  thereby  offsetting,  at  least 
in  part,  the  effect  of  provisions  lowering  mar¬ 
keting  quota  exemptions  and  tightening  the 
rules  on  compliance. 

4.  Since  in  excess  of  5  million  acres  have 
been  allotted  to  producers  growing  15  acres 
or  less,  a  sizable  acreage  would  not  be  sub¬ 
ject  to  any  reduction  in  allotment. 

5.  Experience  in  the  past  with  acreage  re¬ 
duction  proves  that  the  reduction  is  in  the 
neighborhood  of  less  than  25  percent  of  the 
proportionate  acreage  cut. 

DOMESTIC  USE  OF  WHEAT  WOULD  BE  REDUCED 

1.  Seed  requirements  probably  would  be 
reduced  from  66  million  bushels  in  1958  to 
about  48  million  bushels.  This  allows  for 
some  increase  in  the  seeding  of  wheat  under 
the  proposed  expansion  of  the  feed  wheat 
exemption. 

2.  The  use  of  wheat  produced  on  allotted 
acres,  or  within  the  marketing  quota  exemp¬ 
tion  for  feed,  probably  would  be  reduced  at 
least  30  million  bushels. 

3.  Although  the  demand  for  wheat  for 
human  food  is  inelastic,  it  is  probable  that 
a  higher  support  price  would  reduce  the  do¬ 
mestic  consumption  for  human  food  by  as 
much  as  15  to  20  million  bushels  whereas, 
an  increase  of  5  to  10  million  bushels  might 
take  place  if  there  were  no  change  in  the 
support  price.  Thus,  the  proposed  increase 
in  the  support  price  could  reduce  the  do¬ 
mestic  consumption  of  wheat  by  as  much 
as  60  million  bushels — perhaps  more. 

EXPORTS 

While  it  may  appear  that  subsidy  pro¬ 
grams  would  prevent  the  proposed  program 
from  reducing  wheat  exports,  the  probabili¬ 
ties  are  that  some  reduction  in  exports  would 
result  for  the  following  reasons; 

1.  The  increase  in  export  subsidies  re¬ 
quired  to  maintain  our  export  position  would 
stimulate  increased  foreign  opposition  to 
U.S.  export  policy  and  this  would  tend  to 
cause  U.S.  officials  to  ease  up  on  their  efforts 
to  maintain  maximum  wheat  exports. 

2.  The  return  of  the  United  States  to  90 
percent  of  parity  price  supports  for  wheat 
would  set  an  example  which  would  encour¬ 
age  other  countries  to  raise  their  own  support 
prices  and  thereby  increase  world  wheat  pro¬ 
duction. 

PROBABLE  PRODUCTION 

The  probable  production  under  the  present 
law  would  amount  to  about  1,265  million 
bushels. 

Since  the  export  subsidy  would  cost  an 
additional  $157  million,  the  obligation  in 
1960  would  amount  to  at  least  $1  million 
more  per  year  without  otherwise  taking  into 
account  the  additional  impact  of  further  in¬ 
tensifying  production  on  the  agricultural 
plant.  Also,  this  does  not  take  into  account 
the  proposed  subsidy  of  making  payments 
in  kind  for  withholding  the  acreage  from 
other  production.  This  would  add  consid¬ 
erable  additional  cost  depending  upon  the 
extent  of  participation. 

The  bill  does  not  really  call  for  strict  com¬ 
pliance.  The  provision  that  the  acreage 


taken  out  of  wheat  cannot  be  put  into  price 
supported  crops  appears  to  be  tight,  but  ac¬ 
tually  does  not  have  the  effect  that  might 
appear  at  first  glance.  A  farmer  could  re¬ 
frain  from  taking  price  support  on  wheat 
because  the  wheat  market  was  supported  by 
many  other  compilers  and  thereby  qualify 
for  price  support  on  the  diverted  acres,  even 
though  they  might  be  used  for  other  price 
supported  crops. 

A  comparison  of  the  present  program  and 
the  proposed  House  bill  is  as  follows: 


Present 

pro¬ 

gram 

House 

bill 

Support  price  (per  bushel). . 

$1.78 

$2. 13 

Estimated  export  subsidy  (per  bush¬ 
el)  i. . 

$0.  55 

55 

$0.90 

2  42.  5 

National  allotment  (millions  of  acres) 

Harvested  acreage  (millions  of  acres). . 

5-7H 

44.5 

Yield  (bushels  per  acre) _  _ _ 

22 

3  27i_. 

Production  (millions  of  bushels) . 

1,205 

1,224 

Production  eligible  for  price  support 
(3X5)  (millions  of  bushels). . . 

1,  210 

1,107 

Government  price  support  obligation 
(1X7)  (millions) . 

$2,154 

$2,  480 

Excess  obligation  (millions)  . 

$332 

$157 

$489 

„  480 

Additional  export  subsidy  cost  (mil¬ 
lions) . 

Total  direct  additional  Government 
obligation  (9X10)  (millions)  exclusive 
of  additional  costs  of  making  pay¬ 
ments  in  kind . . . _ 

Domestic  consumption  (food  in  mil¬ 
lions  of  bushels) . . . 

493 

Feed  (millions  of  bushels) _ 

60 

25 

Seed  (millions  of  bushels).. . . 

66 

48 

Exports  (millions  of  bushels) . 

450 

400 

Total  disappearance  (millions  of 
bushels) _ _ _ _ _ 

1,009 

953 

The  indicated  change  in  carryover 
(millions  of  bushels) . . . 

+  199 

+271 

1  Based  on  prices  under  International  Wheat  Agree¬ 
ment-actual  cost  much  greater  in  both  eases. 

2  It  is  inaccurate  to  assume  a  25-percent  reduction  from 
the  minimum  national  allotment  of  55,000,000  acres  since 
many  farms  are  exempt  from  any  reduction.  In  1958 
US'D  A  estimates  5H  million  acres  were  allotted  to  exempt 
farms  with  15  acres  or  less.  Accordingly,  the  25-percent, 
reduction  would  apply  to  only  slightly  less  than 
50, (XX), 000  acres  after  taking  the  5H  million  acres  into 
account  and  also  the  lowering  of  the  exemption  from  15 
to  12  acres. 

3  Increased  price  support  of  35  cents  per  bushel  would 
result  in  an  estimated  25-percent  increase  in  yields  due 
to  the  profitability  of  applying  more  fertilizer,  irrigating 
more  acres,  a  higher  percentage  of  the  remaining  acres 
harvested  being  iu  humid  areas,  use  of  better  land,  etc. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
10  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  Latta], 

(Mr.  LATTA  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.  ) 

Mr.  BENTLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LATTA.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Michigan. 

Mr.  BENTLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  insert  my  remarks 
in  the  Record  following  the  remarks  of 
the  gentleman  from  Ohio  and  to  include 
extraneous  matter. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  LATTA.  Mr.  Chairman,  at  the 
outset  of  my  remarks  I  want  to  pay  trib¬ 
ute  to  the  gentleman  from  Oklahoma 
[Mr.  Albert],  who  has  worked  hard  and 
long  during  this  session  in  an  attempt  to 
resolve  the  wheat  problem  facing  the  Na¬ 
tion.  Another  gentleman  from  Okla¬ 
homa  [Mr.  Belcher],  the  ranking  mi¬ 
nority  member  of  the  Wheat  Subcom¬ 
mittee,  has  likewise  worked  diligently 
and  conscientiously  with  this  problem. 
Mr.  Albert,  as  chairman  of  the  Wheat 
Subcommittee,  of  which  I  am  privileged 
to  be  a  member,  has  patiently  heard  out 
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every  witness  who  desired  to  be  heard  on 
this  subject  with  the  faint  hope  that  a 
solution  to  this  gigantic  problem  might 
be  forthcoming.  He  listened  to  the  vari¬ 
ous  farm  orgizations  in  the  presentation 
of  their  plans  which  they  sincerely  be¬ 
lieved  would  be  workable  and  acceptable. 
The  many  hours  of  labor  of  this  subcom¬ 
mittee,  headed  by  Mr.  Albert,  has 
helped  materially  to  focus  attention  on 
this  problem  and  as  a  result  has  already 
made  a  significant  contribution  to  the 
country. 

Everyone  in  the  Congress  recognizes 
the  fact  that  we  are  fast  approaching  a 
crisis  in,  wheat — a  crisis  resulting  from 
an  old  Government  program  that  has  not 
worked.  Everyone  is  in  agreement  that 
something  must  be  done  about  it — and 
fast.  There  is,  to  say  the  least,  consid¬ 
erable  disagreement  as  to  how  to  at¬ 
tempt  to  solve  the  problem.  There  are 
those  who  maintain  that  we  can  cure  the 
patient  by  giving  him  an  overdose  of  the 
same  kind  of  medicine  that  has  kept  him 
from  getting  well.  There  are  those  who 
say  that  we  should  eliminate  the  medi¬ 
cine  and  let  the  patient  recover.  With 
this  costly  program  hanging  over  the 
.heads  of  the  taxpayer,  there  are  those 
who  say  we  should  reduce  or  eliminate 
the  production  of  the  farmer  who  has 
not  been  costing  the  Government  one 
thin  dime  in  price  supports.  I  have 
reference  to  the  small,  15-acre  farmer. 
There  are  those,  and  I  am  one  of  them, 
who  believe  that  if  we  sincerely  want  to 
reduce  the  terriffic  cost  of  this  program, 
that  we  should  reduce  the  production  of 
the  larger  farmer  who  has  been  receiving 
the  real  benefit  of  the  taxpayers’  dollars 
under  this  program.  There  are  those 
among  us,  and  I  am  one  of  them,  who 
believe  if  we  are  to  continue  a  wheat 
program  that  it  should  recognize  that  we 
grow  several  different  classes  or  types  of 
wheat,  that  they  are  used  for  different 
purposes,  and  that  all  of  them  are  not  in 
great  surplus. 

Everyone  is  aware  of  the  tremendous 
cost  of  the  present  program  and  every¬ 
one  is  aware  of  the  fact  that  the  present 
program  has  not  worked,  that  it  has  en¬ 
couraged  over-production  to  such  an  ex¬ 
tent  that  the  storage  charges  alone  are 
now  costing  the  taxpayers  of  the  Nation 
$1  million  per  day.  Everyone  in  the 
Congress,  including,  the  distinguished 
gentleman  from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Al¬ 
bert],  knows  that  the  bill  before  the 
committee  today  is  not  the  answer  to 
this  problem  but  is  only  an  emergency, 
2-year,  stopgap  piece  of  legislation  and 
is  only  postponing  the  day  of  reckoning 
with  the  problem.  Every  member  of  the 
Agriculture  Committee  is  aware  that  our 
distinguished  chairman,  Mr.  Cooley, 
holds  no  pride  of  authorship  in  this  bill 
even  though  it  bears  his  name.  In  fact, 
H.R.  7246  has  been  truly  labeled  as  the 
bill  that  no  one  wants.  Notwithstand¬ 
ing  this  fact,  however,  we  find  it  before 
this  committee  today  for  consideration. 
Why  is  that  no  one  wants  H.R.  7246? 
I  believe  it  is  because  this  bill  seeks  to 
continue  the  high  price  support — strict 
control  principle  which  has  proven  to  be 
such  a  costly  and  colossal  failure.  It 
provides  for ‘imposing  the  strictest  con¬ 
trol  over  the  American  farmer  that  he 


has  ever  been  asked  to  accept.  At  a 
time  when  the  American  fanner  is  gen¬ 
erally  asking  for  more  freedom  from 
Government,  I  believe  it  is  grossly  unfair 
to  saddle  him  with  stricter  controls  and 
high  price  supports.  Recently  I  con¬ 
ducted  a  poll  in  my  district,  the  Fifth 
District  of  Ohio,  on  this  very  subject. 
The  farmers  of  my  district  responding  to 
the  question,  “Do  you  agree  that  the 
farmer  generally  wants  fewer  controls 
and  more  freedom  from  Government  in¬ 
terference  even  though  it  may  mean  a 
temporary  period  of  price  adjustment?”, 
voted  90.4  percent  in  the  affirmative. 
Recently  the  Farm  Journal  magazine 
polled  its  readers  in  48  States  and 
learned  that  8  out  of  10  of  its  readers 
wanted  lower  price  supports  and  fewer 
controls  instead  of  high  price  support 
and  strict  controls. 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  has 
estimated  that  H.R.  7246  will  cost  the 
taxpayers  of  this  Nation  an  additional 
$110  million.  In  View  of  this  increased 
cost,  I  believe  it  is  incumbent  upon  every 
Member  of  Congress  to  ask  himself 
whether  we  can  conscientiously  go  tp 
the  taxpayers  once  more  and  ask  them 
to  absorb  this  increase  in  view  of  the 
costs  and  failure  of  the  present  program. 
In  considering  any  revision  of  the  pres¬ 
ent  wheat  program  at  this  time,  I  be¬ 
lieve  it  is  not  only  important  but  im¬ 
perative  that  we  take  a  look  at  some 
of  the  factors  which  the  present  'agri¬ 
cultural  act  provides  should  be  taken 
into  consideration  in  determining 
whether  a  price  support  operation  is  to 
be  undertaken  for  a  particular  crop  and 
the  level  of  price  support  for  such  crop. 
Section  401  (B)  of  the  Agricultural  Act 
of  1949  provides  eight  factors  which 
should  be  taken  into  consideration  in 
fixing  price  supports.  The  first  factor 
provides  that  the  supply  of  a  commod¬ 
ity  shall  be  considered  in  relation  to 
the  demand  therefor.  With  a  2  y2_ 
years’  supply  of  wheat  in  Government 
warehouses,  we  certainly  would  not  be 
following  the  theory  of  the  law  we  are 
seeking  to  amend,  by  increasing  the 
support  payments  as  provided  for  in 
H.R.  7246.  The  sixth  factor  listed  in 
this  subsection  deals  with  the  ability  of 
the  Government  to  dispose  of  stocks  ac¬ 
quired  through  a  price  support  opera¬ 
tion.  The  huge  wheat  surplus  is  suffi¬ 
cient  evidence  that  we  have  been  unable 
to  dispose  of  this  commodity’s  surplus. 
The  eighth  factor  which  the  law  pro¬ 
vides  to  be  taken  into  consideration  is 
the  ability  and  willingness  of  the  pro¬ 
ducers  of  the  commodity  to  keep  sup¬ 
plies  in  line  with  demand.  No  one  can 
dispute  the  fact  that  the  producers  of 
the  concerned  commodity  have  not  kept 
the  supply  in  line  with  the  demand. 
It  is,  therefore,  evident  that  H.R.  7246  is 
a  radical  departure  from  the  terms  and 
conditions  set  forth  in  the  Agriculture 
Act  itself  for  fixing  price  supports. 

H.R.  7246,  as  written,  is  certainly  un¬ 
fair  to  the  fanners  who  have  been  pro¬ 
ducing  a  variety  or  class  of  wheat  which 
bas  not  been  added  significantly  to  the 
surplus.  I  have  particular  reference  to 
the  producers  of  wheat  east  of  the  Mis- 
sissippi-Missouri  Rivers  who  have  been 
raising  Soft  Red  Winter  wheat  used  in 
the  making  of  cakes,  pastries,  and  crack¬ 


ers.  The  Department  of  Agriculture 
estimates  that  the  July  1,  1959,  carry¬ 
over  of  Hard  Red  Winter  wheat,  which 
is  generally  raised  west  of  the  Missis- 
sippi-Missouri  Rivers  and  used  for  the 
making  of  bread,  will  be  946  million 
bushels  as  compared  to  an  estimated 
carryover  of  Soft  Red  Winter  wheat  of 
16  million  bushels.  In  other  words,  the 
anticipated  carryover  of  Soft  Red  Winter 
wheat  is  less  than  a  1  month’s  supply 
and  any  further  reduction  in  the  supply 
of  this  £ype  wheat  could  easily  result  in 
a  very  serious  shortage  of  the  type  wheat 
used  in  the  making  of  cakes,  pastries 
and  crackers — James  Skidmore,  chair¬ 
man,  Grain  Committee  of  the  National 
Soft  Wheat  Millers’  Association — not¬ 
withstanding  this  fact,  H.R.  7246  pro¬ 
poses  to  further  restrict  the  production 
of  the  small  farmer  who  is  the  major 
producer  of  this  class  of  wheat  by  reduc¬ 
ing  the  present  15-acre  exemption  to  the 
smaller  of  12  acres  or  the  highest 
planted  acreage  in  1957,  1958,  and  1959. 
Consequently,  if  this  bill  became  law,  we 
would  be  reducing  the  supply  of  a  class 
of  wheat  in  which  there  is  no  great 
surplus.  Should  this  result — and  this 
is  a  hidden  danger  in  this  bill — the 
millers  using  the  Soft  Red  Winter 
wheat  would  be  forced  from  a  lack  of 
supply  to  change  their  milling  processes 
in  order  to  use  hard  varieties  with  a 
resulting  loss  of  markets  to  the  produc¬ 
ers  of  soft  Red  Winter  wheat  which 
could  become  permanent.  I  know  that 
statements  will  be  made  here  that  the 
export  of  Soft  Red  Winter  wheat  has 
been  subsidized,  which  is  in  my  opinion 
no  argument  at  all,  as  other  varieties 
of  wheat  have  likewise  been  subsidized 
for  export. 

As  I  stated  in  my  minority  views  on 
this  bill,  H.R.  7246  seeks  to  continue  in 
effect  the  undemocratic  principle  of  de¬ 
nying  the  right  to  vote  at  a  wheat  ref¬ 
erendum  to  1,225,101  of  the  1,815,602 
wheat  farm  operators  in  the  United 
States.  In  other  words,  67.5  percent  of 
the  wheat  producers  of  the  United  States 
are  still  denied  the  right  to  vote  under 
the  provisions  of  this  bill  in  a  wheat 
referendum.  In  my  own  State  of  Ohio, 
for  example,  there  are  157,516  wheat 
farms,  of  which  127,916  are  denied  the 
right  to  vote  under  the  present  law  and 
under  provisions  of  H.R.  7246.  Believe 
it  or  not,  this  means  that  81.2  percent 
of  all  the  wheat  producers  in  the  State 
of  Ohio  are  denied  the  right  to  vote  in 
a  wheat  referendum.  This  bill  should 
be  amended  to  allow  all  wheat  growers 
or  at  the  least,  all  farmers  with  an  al¬ 
lotment  to  exercise  the  right  to  vote  as 
they  are  all  restricted  and  affected  by  it. 

One  cannot  but  conclude  that  this  bill 
is  designed  with  the  large  producers  in 
mind.  To  illustrate  this  fact  and  in 
no  way  to  endorse  the  principle  of  pay¬ 
ment  in  kind,  H.R.  7246  provides  a  one- 
third  payment  in  kind  to  the  producer 
above  the  15-acre  minimum  but  denies 
this  small  producer  a  similar  payment 
in  kind  for  his  3 -acre  reduction  under 
this  bill.  I  cannot  voice  my  objections 
too  strongly  to  this  payment  in  kind, 
administrative  monstrosity.  Its  adop¬ 
tion  certainly  would  heap  further  ridi¬ 
cule  upon  the  farm  program  by  requir¬ 
ing  the  Federal  Government  to  return 
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stored  wheat  to  the  same  producers  who 
helped  create  the  surplus. 

H.R.  7246  does  have  one  commendable 
feature.  It  permits  a  farmer  unlimited 
production  for  on-the-farm  use  by  re¬ 
moving  the  present  ridiculous  30-acre 
ceiling.  >■ 

In  conclusion,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  can¬ 
not  urge  too  strongly  that  H.R.  7246  be 
defeated  for  the  reasons  I  have  outlined 
in  these  remarks  or  amended  as  I  have 
indicated. 

Mr.  LEVERING.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LATTA.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LEVERING.  As  the  gentleman 
knows,  I  am  privileged  to  represent  a 
congressional  district,  the  17th,  of  the 
State  of  Ohio.  The  gentleman  is  cor¬ 
rect  that  the  Soft  Red  Winter  wheat 
grown  in  Ohio  is  not  in  surplus.  It  Is 
a  very  high  quality  wheat,  and  I  should 
like  to  associate  myself  with  the  gentle¬ 
man  in  saying  that  there  ought  to  be 
some  separate  consideration  given  to 
that  type  of  wheat.  I  should  like  to  ask 
the  gentleman  if  it  is  not  a  fact  that  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  very  firmly 
opposes  any  such  classification  and  sepa¬ 
rate  consideration. 

Mr.  LATTA.  They  have  so  indicated. 

Mr.  LEVERING.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  BENTLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
question  of  wheat  legislation  is  of  ex¬ 
treme  importance  to  the  farmers  of  my 
State  of  Michigan,  where  more  than  118,- 
000  farmers  produce  wheat.  I  have 
heard  from  the  Michigan  Farm  Bureau 
Federation,  the  largest  farm  organization 
in  Michigan,  and  am  including  at  this 
point  in  my  remarks  a  copy  of  a  telegram 
from  that  organization  dated  June  9, 
and  setting  forth  its  views  on  H.R.  7264 
as  well  as  the  Belcher  substitute  version : 

Lansing,  Mich.,  June  9,  1959. 
Hon.  Alvin  M.  Bentley, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Present  form  of  wheat  bill,  H.R.  7264, 
would  not  solve  the  problem.  We  under¬ 
stand  Congressman  Belcher  will  offer  amend¬ 
ment  to  permit  all  farmers  who  grew  wheat 
in  1958  to  vote  in  a  referendum  covering 
1960  and  following  crops.  The  choice  would 
be  between:  (1)  An  acreage  control  program 
with  supports  at  75  to  90  percent,  with  ip- 
creased  penalty  to  apply  to' all  wheatgrowers, 
except  if  all  is  used  on  farm  where  grown; 
or  (2)  no  acreage  allotments  and  supports  at 
50  percent.  We  believe  Belcher  amendment 
should  be  changed  to  make  support  under 
(No.  2)  55  percent  and  to  put  compliance  on 
planted  rather  than  harvested  acreage. 

Michigan  Farm  Bureau, 
Dan  E.  Reed. 

On  January  26,  1959,  I  introduced  a 
bill,  H.R.  3275,  which,  assuming  that 
more  stringent  controls  would  be  desir¬ 
able  for  the  wheat  program,  would  have 
offered  several  improvements  in  this  di¬ 
rection.  For  example,  it  would  have 
changed  the  allotment  system  for  wheat 
from  acres  to  bushels,  a  step  which  I  have 
long  believed  to  be  wholly  desirable  in 
the  event  strict  controls  are  felt  to  be 
necessary.  It  would  also  have  provided 
for  an  annual  reduction  of  5  million  acres 
a  year  of  the  national  acreage  allotment 
until  the  total  of  35  million  had  been 
reached.  My  bill  would  have  excluded 
from  this  reduction  all  wheat  which  was 


consumed  on  the  farm  and  would  have 
eliminated  the  present  exemption  of  15 
acres  or  200  bushels  for  marketing  quota 
provisions.  I  feel  that  my  legislation 
meets  the  question  of  controls  on  a  real¬ 
istic  basis  and,  as  a  matter  of  interest, 
am  including  in  my  remarks  at  this  point 
a  copy  of  a  letter  dated  April  24,  1959, 
from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  in 
comment  thereon; 

Department  of  Agriculture, 
Washington,  D.C.,  April  24, 1959. 
Hon.  Harold  D.  Cooley, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Agriculture, 

House  of  Representatives. 

Dear  Congressman  Cooley  :  This  is  in  reply 
to  your  request  for  a  report  on  H.R.  3275,  a 
bill  “To  amend  the  provisions  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended, 
and  related  legislation  with  respect  to  price 
support  and  marketing  quotas  on  wheat.” 

While  this  bill  is  a  step  in  the  direction 
of  a  better  balance  between  supply  and  de¬ 
mand  of  wheat  if  Congress  decides  on  a  more 
stringent  control  program,  we  do  not  favor 
enactment  in  its  present  form.  In  some  re¬ 
spects  it  is  an  improvement  over  present 
legislation  but  does  not  go  far  enough. 

This  bill  would  amend  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  and 
the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  to 
provide  that  the'  marketing  quota  on  any 
farm  would  be  the  number  of  bushels  equal 
to  the  normal  production  of  the  allotted 
acres  (plus  the  bushels  on  hand  from  pre¬ 
vious  years  which  could  have  been  marketed 
without  penalty).  The  maximum  number 
of  bushels  eligible  for  price  support  in  any 
year  would  be  the  normal  production  of  the 
allotted  acres.  The  bill  provides  for  reducing 
the  minimum  national  acreage  allotment,  be¬ 
ginning  in  1961,  by  5  million  acres  a  year, 
until  the  minimum  reaches  35  million  acres. 
It  further  provides  for  changing  the  defini¬ 
tion  of  “market”  to  exclude  the  feeding  of 
wheat,  and  places  a  penalty  of  45  percent  of 
parity  on  the  quantity  marketed  in  excess 
of  the  quota.  The  bill  would  also  repeal 
Public  Law  74,  77th  Congress,  as  amended, 
and  Section  335(d)  of  the  act  of  1938,  there¬ 
by  eliminating  the  15-acre  and  200-bushel 
exemptions  from  the  marketing  quota  pro¬ 
visions. 

The  provision  for  limiting  the  quantity  of 
wheat  eligible  for  price  support  would  place 
an  effective  ceiling  on  CCC  obligations  each 
year.  The  gradual  reduction  in  the  mini¬ 
mum  national  acreage  allotment  would  pro¬ 
vide  an  orderly  means  of  reducing  the  acre¬ 
age  seeded  to  wheat  to  a  level  whereby  pro¬ 
duction  could  be  more  nearly  brought  into 
balance  with  utilization.  However,  we  be¬ 
lieve  the.  standards  for  establishing  the  na¬ 
tional  marketing  quota  for  wheat,  which 
we  recommended  to  the  wheat  subcommit¬ 
tee,  would  be  preferable  to  any  arbitrary 
reduction  of  5  million  acres  per  year.  Per¬ 
mitting  the  unlimited  production  of  wheat 
for  feed  on  the  farm  where  grown  would 
offer  to  a  feeder  the  free  choice  of  growing 
the  feed  grain  most  desirable  for  his  indi¬ 
vidual  operations.  The  elimination  of  the 
15-acre  and  200-bushel  exemptions  would  re¬ 
move  the  unfair  advantage  the  small  wheat 
producers  have  had  during  the  past  few  years 
to  market  their  excess  production  under  the 
umbrella  effect  created  by  the  higher  price 
resulting  from  the  price  supports  available 
to  complying  wheat  producers. 

If  the  Congress  decides  on  a  more  strin¬ 
gent  control  program,  we  recommend  the 
following  changes  in  the  bill:  (1)  Repeal  the 
55-mfilion  acre  minimum  national  allotment 
provision  and  provide  (a)  that  whenever  the 
carryover  is  more  than  500  million  bushels 
the  national  allotment  would  be  based  on 
the  estimated  domestic  consumption  for  the 
marketing  year  for  the  crop  for  which  such 
allotment  is  proclaimed,  plus  the  estimated 
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export  for  dollars  for  the  marketing  year  in 
which  such  allotment  is  proclaimed,  and  (b) 
that  whenever  the  carryover  is  less  than  500 
million  bushels  the  national  allotment  would 
be  based  on  normal  supply;  (2)  raise  the 
rate  of  penalty  to  the  level  of  the  support 
price  and  change  the  penalty  provision  to 
provide  that  the  farm  marketing  excess  on 
which  penalty  would  be  paid  would  be 
initially  determined  on  double  the  normal 
yield  per  acre  of  the  excess  acres  rather  than 
the  normal  yield  per  acre.  If,  however,  the 
producer  establishes  the  actual  yield  on  the 
farm,  the  penalty  would  be  paid  on  the 
number  of  bushels  by  which  the  actual  pro¬ 
duction  on  the  farm  exceeded  the  actual 
production  of  the  farm  acreage  allotment. 
Wheat  mixtures  containing  less  than  25  per¬ 
cent  wheat  would  not  be  counted  as  wheat; 

(3)  limit  the  privilege  of  disposing  of  over¬ 
planted  acreage  to  3  acres  or  10  percent, 
whichever  is  the  smaller;  and  (4)  amend  the 
Agricultural  Act  of  1949  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following  new  section: 

“Sec.  106.  Notwithstanding  the  provisions 
of  section  101  of  this  act,  beginning  with 
the  1960  crop,  the  level  o'f  price  support  to 
cooperators  for  each  crop  of  wheat,  if  pro¬ 
ducers  have  not  disapproved  marketing 
quotas,  shall  be  90  per  centum  of  the  av¬ 
erage  price  received  by  farmers  during  the 
3  marketing  years  imediately  preceding  the 
marketing  year  for  such  crop.  Price  support  A 
in  the  case  of  noncooperators  and  in  case  ^ 
marketing  quotas  are  disapproved  shall  be 
as  provided  in  section  101(d)  (3)  and  (5). 

The  Secretary  shall  determine  and  announce 
the  support  price  for  each  crop  of  wheat  in 
advance  of  the  planting  season  on  the  basis 
of  the  statistics  and  other  information  avail¬ 
able  at  that  time,  and  such  support  price 
shall  be  final.” 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that 
there  is  no  objection  to  the  submission  of 
this  report. 

Sincerely  yours. 

True  D.  Morse, 

Acting  Secretary. 

Prior  to  that  time,  however,  I  had  the 
opportunity  to  testify  before  the  Wheat 
Subcommittee  of  the  House  Committee 
on  Agriculture  on  March  12  and  am  in¬ 
cluding  in  my  remarks  at  this  time  a 
copy  of  my  testimony  before  that  sub¬ 
committee: 

Testimony  of  Congressman  Alvin  M.  Bent¬ 
ley  Before  Wheat  Subcommittee,  March 

12,  1959  . 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  sub-  | 
committee,  it  is  a  pleasure  to  appear  before 
you  this  morning  in  connection  with  my 
bill,  H.R.  3275,  a  bill  to  amend  existing 
agricultural  legislation  with  respect  to  price 
supports  and  marketing  quotas  on  wheat. 

I  should  like  to  mention  that  I  have  also 
introduced  two  other  bills,  H.R.  3273  and 
H.R.  3274  which  also  have  to  do  with  wheat. 

The  first  would  exempt  certain  wheat  pro¬ 
ducers  from  liability  where  all  the  wheat 
crop  is  fed  or  used  for  seed  or  food  on  the 
farm.  The  other  would  broaden  the  exempt 
tion  from  wheat  marketing  quota  penalties 
where  all  the  wheat  crop  is  similarly  dis¬ 
posed  of.  I  sometimes  call  these  the  two 
Stanley  Yankus  bills.  I  further  understand 
that  reports  have  been  requested  from  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  on  all  three  bills 
but  that  none  have  yet  been  received. 

Before  discussing  my  bill,  H.R.  3275,  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  would  like  briefly  to  summarize 
our  wheat  production  situation  as  I  see  it’ 
today.  As' of  November  30,  1958,  our  Gov¬ 
ernment  had  the  following  investment  under 
the  price  support  program:  Under  loan  467,- 
515,973  bushels  with  a  total  value  of  $853,- 
171,354  and  in  inventory— 786.101,564  bush¬ 
els  with  a  total  value  of  $2,205,872,246.  As 
for  storage  costs  involved  in  wheat  in  the 
price  support  program  inventory  (which  in¬ 
cludes  the  cost  of  storage  in  the  ships  of 
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the  Maritime  Reserve  Fleet) ,  the  total  stor¬ 
age  costs  incurred  during  fiscal  1958  were 
$152,314,604.  As  of  October  31,  1958,  we_ 
had  in  fleet  storage  48,954,411  bushels  of" 
inventory  and  our  fleet  storage  costs  in¬ 
curred  during  October  alone  were  $544,372. 
As  of  October  31  we  had  in.  commercial 
storage  748,433,806  bushels  and  our  commer¬ 
cial  storage  costs  during  October  alone  were 
$13,408,192. 

Production-wise,  our  latest  estimate  for 
the  1958  crop  of  wheat  is  1,462,218,000 
bushels  for  all  wheat  as  compared  with  a 
1957  crop  yield  of  950,662;000  bushels.  I  sup¬ 
pose  there  are  two  basic  explanations:  Our 
seeded  acreage  increased  nearly  7  million 
acres  and  our  yield  per  seeded  acre  went  up 
from  19.1  bushels  to  25.9  bushels.  Inci¬ 
dentally,  my  State  of  Michigan  rose  from 
seventh  to  first  in  the  Nation  in  per  acre 
yield  with  a  1958  yield  per  acre  of  38  bushels. 

In  the  accounts  of  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  the  wheat  and  wheat  flour  pro¬ 
grams  showed  the  following  losses:  The  price 
support  program,  including  the  cost  of  do¬ 
nations,  showed  a  loss  for  fiscal  1958  of 
$126,722,853  and  for  the  5-month  period 
through  October  of  1958  a  loss  of  $38,322,- 
076.73.  The  commodity  export  program, 
which  represents  export  differential  on  non- 
International  Wheat  Agreement  shipments 
paid  by  the  CCC  in  cash  or  in  kind,  showed 
a  loss  for  fiscal  1958  of  $84,999,924.74  and  for 
the  5-month  period  through  October  of  1958 
a  loss  of  $15,880,899.10. 

According  to  the  February  issue  of  the 
Wheat  Situation,  published  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture,  stocks  of  wheat  in  all 
positions  on  January  1,  1958,  totaled  l,8j6 
million  bushels,  the  largest  of  record  for  that 
date,  almost  a  third  larger  than  a  year  earlier 
and  59  percent  above  average.  Stocks  of  CCC 
wheat  included  in  total  January  1  stocks 
amounted  to  774  million  bushels.  Quanti¬ 
ties  outstanding  under  the  price  support  pro-*'' 
gram  on  January  31  totaled  about  554  million 
bushels. 

The  same  publication  goes  on  to  state  "as¬ 
suming  a  domestic  disappearance  of  about 
625  million  bushels,  slightly  above  the  esti¬ 
mate  for  the  current  year  to  allow  for  fur¬ 
ther  increase  in  total  food  use,  and  allowing 
400  million  bushels  for  export,  an  increase  in 
the  carryover  of  almost  200  million  bushels 
would  be  indicated  for  July  1,  1960."  With 
this  forecast  for  the  1959  wheat  harvest  at 
roughly  1.2  billion  bushels  and  the  addition 
of  200  million  bushels  to  the  record  1.3  bil¬ 
lion  bushels  of  wheat  carryover  expected 
this  coming  July  1,  it  seems  proper  to  ask, 
Mr.  Chairman,  where  is  it  all  going  to  end? 

When  President  Eisenhower  sent  his  agri¬ 
cultural  message  to  Congress  on  January  29, 
he  included  the  text  of  a  memorandum  from 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  dated  January 
19.  This  memorandum  offered  two  alterna¬ 
tives  for  consideration  regarding  our  wheat 
problem,  the  one  being  relaxation  of  controls 
and  the  other  being  the  so-called  control 
.route. 

I  will  now  try  to  explain  briefly  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  H.R.  3275  which  is  intended  to 
give  the  Government  greater  control  over 
the  marketing  of  wheat  and  still  give  the 
farmer  more  freedom  of  production  for  use 
as  feed  on  his  own  farm  (H.R.  3273  and  3274 
should  logically  also  be  considered  in  this 
particular  connection.  (My  bill,  H.R.  3275, 
by  which  at  least  some  of  the  Secretary's 
recommendations  would  be  put  into  practice, 
would  reduce  the  flational  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  of  55  million  acres  by  5  million  acres 
per  year  beginning  in  1961  until  a  national 
allotment  of  35  million  acres  is  reached  in 
1964.)  Allotments  for  individual  farmers 
would  be  converted  from  their  present  acre- 
.  age  allotments  to  a  bushel  allotment  equal 
to  the  present  acre  allotment  multiplied  by 
the  farm’s  normal  yield.  Furthermore,  the 
penalty  for  marketing  in  excess  of  the  quota 


would  be  set  at  45  percent  of-  the  parity 
price. 

I  feel  very  strong,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  we 
have  reached  an  impossible  situation  in  our 
farm  program  and  especially  with  respect  to 
wheat.  To  quote- what  a  friend  of  mine  said 
the  other  day:  "I  have  never  seen  a  Govern¬ 
ment  program  which  cpst  so  much  and  still 
made  so  many  persons  mad.” 

I  hav«  always  felt  that  we  have  two  basic 
alternatives  in  our  farm  program:  either 
to  remove  all  controls  and  supports,  give  our 
farmers  complete  freedom  to  produce  and 
throw  them  entirely  on  the  mercy  of  the 
market;  or  to  keep  supports  at  a  reasonably 
high  level  and  take  drastic  steps  to  curtail 
production.  With  our  farm  surpluses  now 
at  an  all-time  high,  the  first  step  would  not 
be  possible.  The  second  alternative,  there¬ 
fore,  at  the  moment  seems  to  offer  the  only 
approach  provided  that  controls  on  produc¬ 
tion  are  enforced.  That  is  why  my  bill  con¬ 
tains  a  provision  for  progressively  reducing 
the  national  wheat  acreage  and  other  provi¬ 
sion  to  put  individual  farm  allotments  on  a 
bushelage  basis.  The  remarkable  skill  of  the 
American  farmer  in  increasing  hisi  wheat 
production  per  acre  has  made  the  present 
system  of  acreage  allotments  relatively  use¬ 
less.  I  therefore  believe  that  drastic  changes 
in  the  program  are  required. 

I  again  remind  the  committee  members, 
Mr.  Chairman,  of  the  increase  in  seeded 
wheat  acres  in  1958  over  1957  and  of  the 
substantial  yield  per  seeded  acre.  K  seems 
to  me  that  these  two  factors  are  largely  re¬ 
sponsible  for  the  tremendous  crop  yield  and 
especially  for  the  substantial  carryover.  I 
believe  that  H.R.  3275  would  go  far  toward 
meeting  th'-se  two  problems  and  I  therefore 
request  sympathetic  consideration  of  it  by 
your  subcommittee. 

I  fully  recognize,  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
gravity  of  the  present  wheat  situation 
as  concerns  our  entire  country.  In 
Michigan,  our  118,000  wheat  farmers  last 
year  had  an  average  yield  per  acre  of  38 
bushels  which  brought  us  from  seventh  to 
first  in  the  Nation  in  per  acreage  yield. 
Since,  in  Michigan,  85  percent  of  our 
wheat  farmers  plant  15  acres  or  less,  it 
shows  what  can  be  done  with  a  large 
number  of  small  producers  and  I  assume 
the  same  is  true  in  other  Midwestern 
States. 

I  think,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  overall 
our  farm  program  has  reached  almost 
an  impossible  point.  Frankly,  I  have 
never  seen  a  program  that  costs  so  much 
and  still  makes  people  so  mad.  With  re¬ 
spect  to  the  wheat  problem,  I  believe 
we  have  basically  two  alternatives; 
either  to  give  our  farmers  complete  free¬ 
dom  and  throw  them  entirely  on  the 
mercy  of  the  market  or  to  keep  our  sup¬ 
ports  at  a  high  level  and  adopt  drastic 
controls.  With  the  expected  carryover 
of  1.3  billion  bushels  of  wheat  by  July  1, 
1959,  a  removal  of  all  controls  would 
really  send  wheat  prices  down  to  a  very 
low  level  indeed.  To  be  realistic  the 
only  choice  is  to  continue  the  prograih 
but  adopt  steps  which  would  control  pro¬ 
duction  much  more  drastically  than  is 
now  the  case.  Also,  I  think  that  serious 
consideration  should  be  given  to  fixing 
different  support  levels  for  different 
classes  of  wheat,  thus  recognizing  the  ob¬ 
vious  fact  that  certain  classes  move  into 
commercial  channels  more  readily  than 
others  and  that  of  the  expected  carry¬ 
over  as  of-  July  1,  nearly  75  percent  is 
expected  to  be  in  Hard  Red  Winter 
wheat. 


However,  we  are  faced  at  the  present 
time  with  a  choice  of  H.R.  7264  or  the 
Belcher  substitute,  neither  of  which  I  re¬ 
gard  as  wholly  desirable  from  the  stand¬ 
point  of  wheat  legislation.  I  cannot  sup¬ 
port  the  committee  bill  because  of  its  re¬ 
version  to  high  support  levels  even 
though  I  do  approve  of  the  individual 
acreage  cuts.  I  also  disagree  with  the 
committee’s  provision  that  forbids  the 
vote  in  the  wheat  refrendum  for  those 
who  have  an  exemption  of  15  acres  or 
less.  Of  the  two  bills  presently  before 
us,  i  must  say  that  I  prefer  the  Belcher 
substitute  because  it  does  extend  the  vote 
to  all  wheat  producers.  I  recognize  the 
fact  that  the  repeal  of  the  15-acre 
exemption  will  work  for  a  hardship  on 
many  small  Michigan  farmers  who  are 
dependent  on  wheat  for  their  rotation 
programs  and  for  a  cash  crop.  However, 
the  fact  that  the  passage  of  this  bill 
would  give  all  wheat  producers  the  right 
to  vote  in  a  wheat  referendum  on  the 
question  of  approval  or  disapproval  of 
marketing  quotas  does  seem  to  me  to 
have  considerable  attraction.  In  sum¬ 
mary,  I  do  not  like  either  the  Belcher 
substitute  or  the  committee  bill  but,  if 
forced  to  make  a  choice,  I  would  prefer 
the  Belcher  substitute  in  spite  of  the 
hardship  that  I  know  many  small  wheat 
farmers  will  be  faced  with  by  the  loss 
of  the  15-acre  exemption. 

(Mr.  PELLY  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record  and  to  include  ex¬ 
traneous  matter.) 

Mr.  PELLY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  no 
friend  of  price  supports  and  consistently 
vote  against  legislation  to  continue 
costly  and  ineffective  programs  such  as 
are  provided  in  this  wheat  bill.  Frankly 
I  feel  Secretary  of  Agriculture  Benson 
has  the  right  idea  in  trying  to  get  Con¬ 
gress  to  adopt  a  policy  of  gradual  Gov¬ 
ernment  withdrawal  from  agricultural 
acreage  allotments,  subsidies,  and  high 
farm  price  supports. 

The  farm  bloc,  however,  has  stuck  to¬ 
gether  and  resisted  attempts  to  elimi¬ 
nate  wartime  emergency  policies  de¬ 
signed  to  increase  production.  Congress 
has  tied  Mr.  Benson's  hands  and  the 
consumers  and  taxpayer?  of  this  country 
are  footing  the  bill.  No  special  group 
has  ever  had  such  a  boondoggle  as  the 
peanut,  tobaceo,  cotton,  wheat,  corn,  and 
rice  agricultural  commodity  support 
program  and  this  has  been  in  the  face 
of  polls  which  show  the  majority  of 
fanners  are  opposed  to  these  Jjovern- 
ment  control  programs.  The  wheat 
program  alone  has  cost  the  taxpayers  $5 
billion. 

Recently,  certain  Members  of  the 
House  who  have  city  districts  openly  ap¬ 
pealed  to  rural  Members  of  the  House  to 
support  public  housing,  slum  clearance, 
and  subsidy  programs  for  big  cities.  Re¬ 
ciprocal  support  on  measures  for  the 
farmer  such  as  this  wheat  bill  was  prom¬ 
ised.  Some  back  scratching  arrange¬ 
ments  are  not  in  the  public  interest  and, 
for  one,  I  will  not  have  any  part  in  them. 

The  fundamental  question  before  us 
today,  it  seems  to  me,  is  this;  Are  Mem¬ 
bers  of  Congress  going  to  continue 
burdening  the  Federal  Government,  the 
taxpayer,  and  the  consumer  with  a  vast 
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program  of  farm  subsidies  that  continue 
to  grow?  Do  we  support  a  wheat  policy 
which  channels  80  percent  of  the  bene¬ 
fits  into  the  bank  accounts  of  some 
1,700,000  prosperous  farm  proprietors  oz¬ 
one-fourth  the  total  of  all  farmers? 

The  cost  of  purchasing  and  storing 
commodities  is  staggering.  I  have  read 
that  a  mechanized  farm  operator  pro¬ 
duces  wheat  for  as  little  as  60  cents  a 
bushel.  The  way  things  are  going  the 
Government  will  be  absorbing  millions 
of  bushels  of  this  wheat  at  $2.13  a  bushel 
as  against  $1.81  now.  Already  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  has  one 
and  a  half  billion  bushels  of  wheat  val¬ 
ued  at  $3.5  billion  in  storage.  Our  rent¬ 
al  bill  for  this  storage  runs  about  $400 
million  a  year — more  than  $1  million  a 
day. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  read  the  other  day 
that  farm  co-ops  and  the  farmers  them¬ 
selves  are  in  the  storage  business.  The 
profits  on  this  storage  are  unconscion¬ 
ably  huge. 

One  organization  in  Minneapolis  was 
cited  recently  as  receiving  nearly  $3.5 
million  a  year  for  grain  storage  from  the 
Government.  One-fourth  of  this  asso¬ 
ciation's  profits  came  from  the  Govern¬ 
ment.  It  spent  $2  million  on  a  propa¬ 
ganda  program  seeking  higher  price  sup¬ 
ports  and  in  election  of  candidates 
favorable  to  its  views.  As  a  cooperative, 
as  against  a  private  corporation,  this 
organization  had  a  tremendous  tax 
advantage. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  believe  that  our  agri¬ 
culture  cannot  benefit  under  policies 
that  have  created  huge  surpluses.  We 
must  come  to  grips  with  the  problem  and 
instead  of  temporizing  and  dealing  with 
wheat  quotas  and  price  supports  as  in 
H.R.  7246,  we  must  come  up  with  a  per¬ 
manent  answer.  We  must  free  the 
farmer  from  Government  planned  secu¬ 
rity  and  high-level  wartime  price  guar¬ 
antees.  I  trust  we  can  get  back  to  the 
law  of  supply  and  demand  with  farmers 
running  their  own  business  operations. 

The  economy  of  our  farmers  is  impor¬ 
tant  to  the  Nation,  but  the  Government 
is  paying  out  about  $1,000  per  farmer, 
and  the  consumer  and  farmer  alike  will 
be  ruined  if  we  go  on  as  we  have  been 
doing'. 

I  will  vote  against  H.R.  7246,  the  wheat 
price  support  bill  now  under  considera¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I -yield 
3  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Iowa 
LMr.  Coad], 

Mr.  COAD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
like  at  this  time  to  point  out  that  in  the 
committee  bill,  H.R.  7246,  there  is  pro¬ 
posed  a  partially  new  adventure  as  far 
as  farm  programs  are  concerned.  The 
aspect  of  payment  in  kind  is  an  aspect 
which  is  at  least  partially  new.  It  was 
in  the  old  soil  bank  act.  In  that  act 
there  was  a  provision  whereby  under 
certain  arrangements  payment  in  kind 
could  be  made.  But  under  the'  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  bill,  payment  in  kind  is  a 
very  definite  aspect  and  part  of  the  pro¬ 
gram.  I  believe  it  is  one  of  the  items 
that  is  most  favorable  as  far  as  this  bill 
is  concerned.  The  reason  why  I  say  it 
is  because  here  and  now  for  the  first 
time,  the  Congress  of  the  United  States 


is  laying  it  upon  the  line  saying,  “Now 
we  are  going  to  make  the  surplus  help 
pay  its  own  way  out.” 

By  passing  this  feature  of  the  bill  we 
can  quit  talking  about  the  bugaboo  of 
the  surpluses  and  saying  that  they  al¬ 
ways  and  forever  depress  prices.  In¬ 
stead  of  having  a  surplus  of^  dollars, 
which  we  do  not  have  in  the  'Sreasury 
of  the  United  States,  we  can  use  the 
surplus  of  the  bushels  of  wheat  that  we 
have  and  say,  “Here,  Mr.  Parmer,  we  are 
going  to  pay  you  these  bushels  for  not 
planting  grain.”.  This  is  a  part  of  the 
real  and  true  aspect  of  this  bill.  It  can 
be  totally  defended.  This  means  the 
farmer  gets  one-third  the  normal  yield 
on  his  farm  on  those  acres  which  he  has 
laid  out  of  production.  This  is  geared 
to  the  farming  unit  on  which  the  farmer 
operates.  The  farmer  knows  what  his 
last  3  years  average  yield  has  been.  He 
knows  what  he  can  depend  upon. 

He  is  taking  a  25-percent  reduction  or 
cut  in  his  acreage  and  this  one-third 
payment  in  kind  is  fundamentally  a 
pittance  to  be  given  him.  This  cross¬ 
compliance  payment  in  kind  measure  is 
by  far  better  than  laws  we  have  passed 
in  previous  years  saying  that  we  are 
going,  to  reduce  the  acreage  of  a  com¬ 
modity  only  to  let  that  same  farmer 
plant  those  same  reduction  acres  to 
every  other  commodity  under  the  sun. 
This  is  a  cutback  and  it  is  saying,  “You 
cannot  produce  any  supported  item — 
you  cannot  produce  any  commodity  that, 
is  under  price  supports  by  the  Federal 
Government.”  Here  is  the  real  way  to 
get  a  reduction  in  these  surpluses  of 
wheat  and  make  the  surplus  pay  its  own 
way  out.  Let  us  lay  it  on  the  line.  Let 
us  keep  cross-compliance  payment  in 
kind  in  this  bill. 

.  Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  4 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  North 
Dakota  (  Mr.  Burdick  1 . 

Mr.  BURDICK.  Mr.  Chairman,  since 
1952  there  has  been  a  build-up  of  stocks 
of  wheat  which  is  estimated  to  reach  1.5 
billion  bushels  by  July  1.  During  the 
same  period,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
has  been  steadily  reducing  the  price  sup¬ 
ports  for  farmers.  In  other  words,  as 
price  supports  declined,  surpluses  in¬ 
creased. 

Various  Republican  spokesmen  have 
maintained  that  high  price  supports 
were  an  incentive  to  produce  more.  His¬ 
tory  and  records  prove  quite  the  con¬ 
trary.  The  lower  the  price,  the  greater 
the  incentive  to  produce  more  bushels  to 
make  up  for  loss  of  income.  So  today  we 
are  faced  with  this  problem  of  surplus, 
with  storage  charges  on  Commodity 
Credit-wheat  in  the  amount  of  approxi¬ 
mately  $1  million  a  day. 

Regardless  of  whose  fault  it  is,  the  sit¬ 
uation  demands  the  attention  of  Con¬ 
gress. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  bill  is  in  the  na¬ 
tional  interest.  To  cut  production  25 
percent  in  North  Dakota,  which  is  com¬ 
posed  principally  of  family  and  moderate 
sized  farmers,  is  a  drastic  cut.  It  will 
cause  a  great  deal  of  hardship.  But  I 
think  most  farmers  believe  production 
must  be  cut  in  the  national  interest. 
Ninety  percent  of  parity  on  the  75  per¬ 
cent  of  production  regaining,  and  the 


payment  in  kind,  is  provided  to  compen¬ 
sate  the  farmer  to  some  degree  for  the 
drastic  cut  in  production. 

Extravagant  statements  have  been 
made  about  large  farmers.  The  aver¬ 
age  wheat  allotment  in  North  Dakota  is 
99  acres.  Average  per  capita  farm  in¬ 
come  in  the  Nation  is  $1,027,  about  half 
the  national  average  income  per  person. 

What  we  have  here  is  emergency  stop¬ 
gap  legislation.  It  is  designed  to  decrease 
production  and-  reduce  surplus.  It  will 
cut  wheat  acres  from  55  million  to  41 
million. 

Many  of  my  colleagues  may  have  dif¬ 
ferent  ideas  about  a  farm  program.  This 
is  not  the  farm  program  I  have  pro¬ 
posed.  But  the  simple  fact  is,  that  to¬ 
day  we  have  this  choice  and  this  choice 
only.  Do  we  continue  the  present  legis¬ 
lation  into  1960  and  1961  or  do  we  adopt 
this  legislation  and  cut  production  down 
from  55  million  to  41  million  acres  in 
1960  and  1961?  Do  we  continue  to  add 
to  our  surplus  stock,  or  do  we  begin  to 
cut  it  down?  If  we  continue  the  pres¬ 
ent  program,  more  surplus  will  accumu¬ 
late  and  more  storage  charges  will  re¬ 
sult.  This  bill  will  stop  the  accumula¬ 
tion  of  surplus  and  at  the  same  time  re¬ 
duce  present  government  stocks  at  the 
rate  of  90  million  bushels  a  year. 

To  restore  supports  to  90  percent  of 
parity  is  a  minimum  necessity  if  we  are 
to  preserve  historic  American  agricul¬ 
ture.  You  can  imagine  the  dire  results 
in  the  cities  if  workers  received  a  cut  of 
25  percent  in  wages,  or  if  businessmen 
received  a  cut  of  25  percent  in  business. 
Such  a  cut  in  wheat  production,  with¬ 
out  a  corresponding  increase  in  price, 
will,  in  my  opinion,  bankrupt  thousands 
of  farmers  across  the  length  and  breath 
of  this  land.  When  agriculture,  the 
basic  industry  of  this  Nation,  is  pros¬ 
trate,  it  will  trigger  a  national  depres¬ 
sion  that  will  make  the  1930’s  look  in¬ 
significant. 

To  some  of  my  colleagues  from  the 
cities  who  have  said  that  farm  legisla¬ 
tion  is  not  important  to  them,  let  me 
say  that  you  do  have  a  vital  interest. 
The  original  wealth  created  from  the 
soil  provides  purchasing  power.  This 
purchasing  power  in  turn  stimulates 
business  and  provides  jobs.  Just  as  I 
support  measures  directly  affecting  the 
urban  areas  as  being  in  the  national  in¬ 
terest,  I  ask  my  city  friends  to  support 
this  legislation  in  the  national  interest. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Mon¬ 
tana  LMr.  Anderson], 

(Mr.  ANDERSON  of  Montana  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  ANDERSON  of  Montana.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  am  glad  that  I  do  not  have 
the  responsibility  of  defending  the  wheat 
legislation  that  is  presently  the  law  of 
the  land  or  the  present  situation  with 
respect  to  wheat.  I  am  supporting  the 
committee  bill,  and  I  would  remind  those 
on  the  other  side  of  the.  aisle  who  are 
opposing  the  committee  bill  that,  if  they 
oppose  this  bill  it  is  their  obligation  to 
defend  our  present  situation  with  respect 
to  wheat.  It  is  your  obligation,  my  Re¬ 
publican  colleagues,  in  the  first  place  be¬ 
cause  the  program  has  been  under  the 
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administration  and  management  of  your 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  during  the  time 
that  we  have  gotten  into  our  present 
deplorable  situation.  In  the  second 
place  it  is  your  responsibility  to  defend 
the  existing  law,  because  when  today  is 
over  we  will  have  made  a  choice  between 
the  committee  bill  and  the  existing  law. 
As  w e-are  operating  under  present  legis¬ 
lation  today,  surpluses  are  continually 
building  up.  Under  the  committee  bill 
we  will  be  taking  a  step  in  the  right 
direction,  that  of  reducing  the  surpluses 
and  the  staggering  storage  costs  ac¬ 
cumulating  under  our  present  wheat 
program. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  are  4,810,000 
farm  families  and  5,178,000  farm  house¬ 
holds  in  the  United  States.  They  have 
$186.7  billion  invested  in  their  farms  and 
equipment,  an  average  of  $32,000  invest¬ 
ment  per  household.  Farm  income  in 
1958,  Mr.  Chairman,  according  to  the 
Bureau  of  Census,  was  $2,490  per  family, 
and  the  nonfarm  family  income  in  the 
same  period  was  $5,232  per  family.  In 
other  words,  on  an  average  then,  a 
farmer  puts  up  $32,000  in  capital  in 
order  to  buy  his  job;  he  gets  no  return 
on  his  investment;  and  then  for  his  own 
work  and  that  of  his  family  he  gets  less 
than  half  as  much  income  as  the  aver¬ 
age  nonfarm  family.  The  fact  of  the 
matter  is,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  the 
farmer  is  not  receiving  his  fair  share  of 
the  national  income.  When  we  get  a 
new  administration  we  can  write  some 
legislation  to  redress  the  great  injustices 
that  exist.  In  the  meantime,  I  trust 
that  my  colleagues  will  accept  the  com¬ 
mittee’s  very  effective  start  on  one  of 
the  biggest  problems  of  all,  the  mount¬ 
ing  surplus  of  wheat. 

I  represent  one  of  the  largest  wheat 
districts  in  the  United  States  and  I  want 
to  say  that  this  bill  does  not  mean  more 
money  in  1960  and  1961  for  the  wheat 
farmers.  If  the  Congress  turns  down 
this  bill  my  farmers  may  well  make  more 
money  next  year  than  they  will  if  you 
accept  the  committee  bill. 

We  from  wheat  areas  support  the 
committee  bill  because  we  realize  we  are 
going  to  have  to  quit  producing  for 
surplus  and  produce  wheat  in  amounts 
that  can  be  consumed.  This  bill  makes 
the  necessary  adjustment  without  un¬ 
due  hardship  on  the  wheat  farmers. 

We  are  going  to  vote  for  the  commit¬ 
tee  bill  because  it  will  in  effect  start 
eliminating  our  production  for  surplus 
and  start  reducing  stocks  of  surplus  al¬ 
ready  on  hand.  The  Library  of  Con¬ 
gress  estimates  that  this  committee  bill 
will  reduce  Government  costs  by  $528 
million  in  the  2-year  life  of  the  bill. 
The  taxpayer  will  receive  other  indirect 
benefits  such  as  that  due  to  the  ap¬ 
preciation  in  value  of  Government 
stocks  of  wheat. 

The  arguments  I  will  have  to  take 
back  to  my  people  in  Montana  when  I 
go  back  to  report  to  them  on  the  com¬ 
mittee  bill'  is  that  it  may  mean  less 
money  for  them  next  year  than  they 
would  have  if  we  turned  down  the  com¬ 
mittee  bill,  but  at  least  we  are  doing 
our  best  to  meet  the  demand  of  the  tax¬ 
payers  for  lessened  cost  of  support  pro¬ 
grams,  and  we  are  willing  to  take  our 


part  of  the  monetary  sacrifices  in  the 
interest  of  the  taxpayers  and  in  the  in¬ 
terest  of  a  long-term  satisfactory  pro¬ 
gram  for  agriculture.  In  the  long  run, 
both  the  farmers  and  the  taxpayers  will 
come  out  ahead. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ANDERSON  of  Montana.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  I  was  interested  in 
the  gentleman’s  comments  with  respect 
to  responsibility  for  the  surplus  situation 
as  it  exists  today.  Let  me  remind  the 
gentleman  that  through  13  of  my  17 
years  in  this  House  the  Democrats  have 
been  in  complete  control  of  Congress. 
Why,  then,  have  not  the  many  Demo¬ 
crat  Congresses  worked  out  a  satisfac¬ 
tory  program?  Furthermore,  the  gen¬ 
tleman  made  no  reference  to  two  wars 
that  intervened  which  were  largely  re¬ 
sponsible  for  the  accumulation  of  the 
surplus  in  the  first  place. 

Mr.  ANDERSON  of  Montana.  I 
would  reply  to  my  friend  from  Iowa 
that  the  situation  has  grown  to  its  pres¬ 
ent  difficulty  since  we  had  our  present 
Secretary  of  Agriculture,  and  that  the 
surpluses  have  been  built  up  almost  en¬ 
tirely  during  the  maladministration  of 
the  program  by  the  present  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  and  since  the  two  wars 
to  which  the  gentleman  refers.  All  of 
the  farm  programs  together  from  1932 
to  1952,  a  period  of  20  years  cost  less 
than  Mr.  Benson  spends  every  single 
year.  The  wheat  program  showed  an 
actual  profit  to  the  Government  for  the 
years  before  Mr.  Benson  took  over. 

As  to  the  gentleman’s  query  as  to  why 
the  Democratic  Congress  has  not  cor¬ 
rected  the  situation  during  the  past  6 
years  I  would  say  there  are  two  reasons. 
In  the  first  place  the  Secretary  is  deter¬ 
mined,  by  maladministration  and  mis- 
administration,  to  make  sure  the  pro¬ 
gram  does  not  work,  and  I  will  say  to 
the  gentjeman  that  it  is  almost  impos¬ 
sible  to  write  legislation  that  cannot  be 
nullified  when  the  President  and  the 
Cabinet  Officer  in  charge  of  the  pro¬ 
gram  are  determined  to  make  it  fail. 
In  the  second  place,  notwithstanding 
the  protestations  of  the  minority  leader 
to  the  contrary,  it  is  pretty  hard  to 
write  good  legislation  with  the  constant 
threat  of  a  Benson  veto  to  be  rubber- 
stamped  by  the  President.  Most  of  us 
are  convinced  that  any  good  construc¬ 
tive  farm  legislation  passed  by  the  Con¬ 
gress  between  now  and  November  1960 
will  be  vetoed  by  Benson-Eisenhower. 

Mr.  AVERY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ANDERSON  of  Montana.  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Kansas. 

Mr.  AVERY.  I  do  not  believe  there  is 
any  use  to  further  debate  the  merit  or 
lack  of  merit  of  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture.  I  would  like  to  ask  the  gentle¬ 
man  for  his  opinion,  because  I  respect 
him  as  an  authority  on  wheat  produc¬ 
tion,  particularly  in  the  Western  States. 
Assuming  the  committee  bill  is  to  be  ac¬ 
cepted  by  this  body  and  by  the  other 
body,  how  much  of  an  actual  reduction 
in  wheat  production  does  the  gentleman 
from  Montana  anticipate  might  occur? 

Mr.  ANDERSON  of  Montana.  The 
best  estimate,  it  seems  to  me,  is  the  one 


made  by  the  Library  of  Congress,  which 
is  something  like  480  million  bushels  of 
reduction  in  the  biennium. 

'  Since  the  gentleman  from  Kansas 
raises  the  question,  let  me  speak  about 
the  discrepancy  which  exists  between 
the  estimates  on  the  part  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  and  the  Library  of 
Congress.  The  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  the  gentleman  from  the  other 
side  of  the  aisle  have  generally  based 
their  argument  on  the  claim  that  by 
putting  on  more  fertilizer  and  by  writing 
off  the  acres  that  are  less  productive,  we 
will  continue  to  up  our  production  per 
acre.  The  point  has  already  been  made 
that  we  have  gone  just  about  as  far  as 
we  can  in  that  direction  and  further 
large  increases  in  yields,  except  those 
arising  from  unusually  favorable  weath¬ 
er  conditions,  are  unlikely.  In  addition 
the  penalty  provisions  are  made  much 
more  strict  so  that  we  will  not  have  the 
wanton  overseeding  which  has  contribu¬ 
ted  so  much  to  our  surpluses  in  the  past. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Breeding], 

(Mr.  BREEDING  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  BREEDING.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
want  to  earnestly  request  my  colleagues 
to  vote  for  this  wheat  bill,  H.R.  7246. 

H.R.  7246  can  rightfully  be  termed 
emergency  legislation  to  meet  emergency 
conditions.  There  can  be  no  doubt  that 
wheat  is  in  serious  difficulty.  From  the 
standpoint  of  the  wheat  producer,  there 
is  the  growing  danger,  should  the  present 
situation  continue  without  change,  that 
the  people  will  demand  an  end  to  the 
entire  price  support  program.  It  takes 
very  little  knowledge  of  agriculture  to 
understand  what  such  a  step  would 
mean.  Prices  would  drop  to  a  point  that 
would  bring  bankruptcy  to  farmers 
throughout  the  wheat  producing  areas. 

H.R.  7246  offers  a  two-year  program. 
It  is  not  a  panacea,  but  it  does  offer  the 
means  whereby  we  can  fight  our  way  out 
of  the  present  difficulties. 

Stated  simply,  H.R.  7246  will  do  two 
important  things:  First,  it  will  reduce 
production  of  wheat  to  a  point  where 
some  of  the  surplus  will  have  to  be  taken 
out  of  CCC  stocks  to  meet  the  demands 
at  home  and  abroad;  and,  second,  it 
will  maintain  the  income  of  wheat  farm¬ 
ers  at  a  level  high  enough  to  keep  him 
in  business. 

The  first  point  is  vitally  important, 
Mr.  Chairman.  Wheat  farmers  are 
among  the  first  to  acknowledge  that 
present  surpluses  are  entirely  too  large. 
They  realize  that  production  will  have 
to  be  reduced  or  new  uses  found  to  bring 
supplies  more  in  line  with  demand. 

I  am  convinced  that  a  vast  majority 
of  commercial  wheat  farmers  will  ac¬ 
cept  the  rather  painful  formula  con¬ 
tained  in  H.R.  7246  for  achieving  a  sub¬ 
stantial  reduction  in  production.  The 
bill  provides  for  a  reduction  in  each  farm 
allotment — based  on  a  national  allot¬ 
ment  of  55  million  acres — of  25  percent. 
That,  Mr.  Chairman,  would  remove 
13,750,000  million  acres  of  good  wheat 
land  from  production.  The  best  esti¬ 
mates  available  to  the  Committee  on 
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Agriculture  place  the  reduction  in  pro¬ 
duction  at  240  million  bushels  annually. 

This  bill  also,  Mr.  Chairman,  recog¬ 
nizes  that  a  real  economic  problem  is  in¬ 
volved  in  such  a  drastic  reduction  in 
acreage — particularly  in  view  of  the  fact 
that  wheat  allotments  have  declined 
from  84  million  acres  in  1949-50  to  55 
million  acres  today.  Wheat  farmers, 
along  with  all  other  farmers,  are  going 
through  a  painful  cost-price  squeeze.  I 
seriously  doubt — and  I  speak  from  my 
experience  as  a  wheat  farmer — that 
what  farmers  could  stand  such  a  severe 
acreage  reduction  without  some  compen¬ 
sation  in  the  form  of  higher  price  sup¬ 
ports. 

In  this  bill  we  have  provided  that  as 
acreage  is  cut  back  25  percent,  the  sup¬ 
port  level  will  be  adjusted  upwards  to  90 
percent.  I  have  heard  the  complaints 
from  some  Members  of  this  House  to  the 
effect  that  we  are  going  back  to  a  dis¬ 
credited  system  of  high,  rigid  price  sup¬ 
ports.  But  I  urge  you  to  look  upon  this 
legislation — and  the  problems  of  the 
wheat  farmer — with  an  open  mind. 

If  the  wheat  farmer  is  willing  to  as¬ 
sume  further  reductions  in  acreage  in  an 
effort  to  get  at  what  he  realizes  is  a  dif¬ 
ficult  national  problem,  should  not  other 
segments  of  the  national  economy  be 
willing  to  ease  the  burden  for  him  a  lit¬ 
tle?  Does  any  Member  of  this  House 
really  believe  that  you  could  cut  back 
wheat  acreage  another  25  percent,  while 
maintaining  support  levels  at  75  percent 
of  parity,  without  bankrupting  the  wheat 
farmer?  Of  course,  you  do  not  believe 
such  a  thing.  Therefore,  I  urge  you  not 
to  close  your  mind  to  a  90-percent  sup¬ 
port  level.  This  is  emergency  legisaltion. 
We  are  acting  here  to  meet  a  serious, 
specific  problem — we  are  not  legislating 
for  agriculture  as  a  whole. 

Let  me  point  this  out,  too.  The  bill 
specifically  states  that  this  25-percent  re¬ 
duction  would  not  be  eligible  for  the  soil 
bank  or  for  planting  to  any  crop  subject 
to  price  supports.  That,  my  friends,  is 
cross-compliance.  The  fact  that  the  bill 
does  provide  that  growers  who  do  not 
grow  any  crops  and  do  not  graze  the  land 
would  be  eligible  for  payments  in  kind — 
equivalent  to  one-third  of  the  annual 
production  for  the  last  3  years — does  not 
hide  the  fact  that  the  bill  calls  for 
tougher  controls  than  those  presently 
imposed  on  any  crop. 

I  also  earnestly  request  Members  of 
this  House  to  consider  the  fact  that 
wheat  producers  have  always  faced  a 
much  tougher  situation  than  producers 
of  other  crops  under  control.  Anyone 
has  been  able  to  raise  wheat  for  the  com- 
mercial  market.  The  15-acre  exemption 
has  enabled  farmers  who  specialize  in 
some  other  controlled  crop  to  earn  a  cash 
income  from  wheat. 

It  is  a  fact,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  a  large 
portion  of  the  present  wheat  surplus  was 
produced  in  noncommercial  wheat  areas. 
About  100,000  new  farmers  have  planted 
wheat  each  year  under  the  15 -acre  ex¬ 
emption.  This  is  not  wheat  produced 
for  use  on  the  farm,  but  wheat  produced 
for  the  commercial  market  and  marketed 
without  regard  to  laws  which  govern 
wheat  fanners. 


I  would  remind  you  that  a  wheat  farm¬ 
er  in  my  area  could  not  plant  cotton  or 
peanuts.  For  example,  his  penalties 
would  be  so  high  as  to  make  production 
uneconomical.  I  remember  once  that  a 
farmer  in  my  district  planted  some  of  his 
diverted  wheat  lands  to  peanuts.  After 
long  involved  negotiations  he  was  told 
he  would  have  to  post,  in  cash,  a  penalty 
of  $8  per  ton  on  the  peanuts  before  he 
could  harvest  them.  The  market  price 
was  $10.  The  farmer  plowed  under  the 
peanuts. 

I  cite  these  facts,  Mr.  Chairman,  mere¬ 
ly  to  point  out  that  all  of  the  present 
wheat  problems  are  not  the  fault  of 
greedy  wheat  farmers.  Sources  outside 
the  historic  wheat-producing  areas  have 
contributed  materially  to  the  present 
wheat  surplus. 

I  am  not  going  into  a  section-by-sec¬ 
tion  analysis  of  H.R.  7246.  The  commit¬ 
tee  chairman,  Mr.  Cooley,  Mr.  Albert  and 
other  members  of  the  committee  have 
thoroughly  acquainted  you  with  details 
of  the  bill. 

But  I  d<5  want  to  stress  that  this  legis¬ 
lation  would  reduce  the  cost  of  the  wheat 
program  to  the  taxpayers  by  $528  mil¬ 
lion  during  the  2  years  it  is  in  effect.  I 
hope  that  members  who  represent  urban 
areas  will  remember  this  fact. 

There  is  widespread  concern  among 
taxpayers  over  the  cost  of  agricultural 
programs.  Unfortunately,  these  people 
are  given  a  diet  of  information  consist¬ 
ing  more  of  fiction  than  fact.  They  are 
told  that  direct  subsidies  to  the  farmers 
amount  to  several  billion  each  year. 
This  is  simply  not  true.  Every  expendi¬ 
ture  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture, 
including  those  of  research  and  educa¬ 
tion,  are  classified  as  subsidies.  It  is 
regi'etable  that  so  much  misinformation 
is  spread  about  the  farm  programs.  The 
problem  is  difficult  enough  without  being 
complicated  by  misstatements  and  mis¬ 
information  which  serve  only  to  turn 
the  consumer  against  the  farmer. 

I  realize,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  anyone 
appearing  in  the  well  of  this  House  to 
plead  for  farm  legislation  is  facing  a 
difficult  job.  But  I  urge  you,  I  plead 
with  you,  to  consider  this  wheat  bill  with 
an  open  mind.  Read  the  committee  re¬ 
port.  Study  it. 

If  you  do,  I  believe  you  will  agree  that 
H.R.  7246  is  sound  interim  legislation 
adequate  to  meet  a  specific  emergency 
need.  I  would  like  to  remind  you  that 
this  legislation  will  enable  us  to  make  a 
significant  start  on  reducing  present  sur¬ 
pluses  of  wheat.  It  does  this  by  cutting 
acreage  back  more  sharply  than  ever  be¬ 
fore  in  the  history  of  this  program.  It 
would  bring  about  substantial  savings 
in  the  cost  of  the  program  and  it  would 
protect  wheat  farmers  from  undue  hard¬ 
ship  during  this  transition  period. 

This  is  not  perfect  legislation.  It  is 
not  the  final  answer  to  the  wheat  prob¬ 
lem,  but  it  is  workable  legislation.  It 
will  meet  a  pressing  need,  and,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  am  convinced  that  it  will  be 
accepted  by  wheat  farmers  as  the  price 
they  must  pay  in  getting  their  own  house 
in  order. 

I  sincerely  trust  that  Members  of  the 
House  will  support  this  legislation. 


Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
3  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Iowa 
[Mr.  Smith]. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  want  to  say  that  it  seems  to  me  the 
time  has  come  when  we  should  start 
talking  about  things  other  than  political 
considerations.  That  seems  to  be  about 
half  of  what  we  have  heard  on  this  floor 
this  afternoon.  The  time  has  come 
when,  as  the  chairman  of  the  Wheat 
Subcommittee  said,  the  House  should 
exercise  its  responsibility  in  this  field. 

Let  us  look  at  the  agricultural  eco¬ 
nomice  involved.  It  is  very  simple. 
Either  you  set  a  price  that  will  give  a 
reasonable  profit  per  bushel  and  keep 
your  supply  in  line  with  that  price  or 
you  do  not  have  a  balanced  market  and 
let  overproduction  bring  low  prices  and 
high  fluctuations  in  price.  Go  one  way 
or  the  other. 

The  gentleman  from  Oklahoma  [Mr. 
Belcher]  tinkers  not  only  with  one  end, 
he  tinkers  with  both  ends  of  the  spec¬ 
trum.  He  fails  to  keep  production 
lower  than  consumption.  And  that  is 
not  enough:  “He  would  keep  the  price 
low  enough  so  you  cannot  make  a  rea¬ 
sonable  profit  per  bushel.” 

You  cannot  operate  under  that  theory 
and  be  within  the  necessary  criteria  to 
have  sound  agricultural  economics. 
That  is  no  way  to  do  it. 

As  to  the  15-acre  limitation,  there  has 
been  a  lot  of  tears  shed  here  about  that, 
as  if  someone  is  stealing  something.  I 
want  to  mention  to  you  that  the  feed 
grain  farmer  is  the  man  who  has  been 
forgotten  in  the  debates  we  have  been 
hearing  and  under  present  legislation 
and  administration  of  that  legislation. 
What  happened  when  acres  were  taken 
out  of  tobacco?  They  were  free  to  put 
it  into  feed  grains.  What  happened 
when  they  took  acres  out  of  cotton? 
They  were  free  to  put  it  into  feed  grains. 
What  happens  when  they  take  acres  out 
of  wheat,  28  million  acres  in  the  last  10 
years?  They  are  free  to  put  those  acres 
in  feed  grains.  That  is  exactly  what 
has  happened.  Look  at  the  buildup  of 
sorghum  grain,  barley,  and  so  forth. 
Do  not  feel  so  sorry  here  about  giving 
the  feed  grain  farmer  a  15-acre  exemp¬ 
tion.  I  implore  you  from  the  feed  grain 
area,  stand  behind  the  feed  grain  farmer 
until  we  can  get  some  reasonable  and 
decent  feed  grain  legislation  and  admin¬ 
istration.  I  am  introducing  a  feed 
grains  bill  within  the  next  day  or  two.  I 
hope  each  Member  of  this  House  will 
keep  in  mind  the  dire  need  for  new  feed 
grain  legislation  and  help  secure  enact¬ 
ment  of  the  bill  I  am  introducing  or  a 
better  one. 

(Mr.  WEAVER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his.  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  WEAVER.  Mr.  Chairman,  like 
many  others  from  the  midwestem  wheat 
country  I  was  quite  disappointed  that 
the  wheat  stabilization  bill  which  I 
sponsored,  along  with  many  others  from 
our  area  of  the  Nation,  did  not  get  fur¬ 
ther  than  the  Agricultural  Committee. 
However,  I  think  at  this  stage  that  the 
important  thing  is  no  longer  to  get  the 
most  ideal  bill  but  rather  to  keep  the 
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wheat  program  alive  and  well.  This  can 
be  accomplished  by  the  bill,  H.R.  7246. 
I  do  not  support  this  bill  with  the  same 
enthusiasm  with  which  I  approached  the 
wheat  stabilization  program  sponsored 
by  midwestern  and  western  wheat  farm¬ 
ers  and  my  colleagues  in  the  House,  but 
I  do  support  the  present  measure. 

There  are  two  very  basic  problems 
concerning  wheat  production  in  this 
country.  One  of  these  is  to  achieve  and 
maintain  an  adequate  income  for  the 
wheat  fanners.  The  second  basic  prob¬ 
lem  is  to  cut  production.  There  is  a 
third  major  problem — and  that  involves 
the  disposal  of  present  surplus  stocks. 
This  problem  would  have  been  handled 
by  the  wheat  stabilization  program 
which  I  sponsored  and  will  not,  really,  be 
fully  solved  by  this  bill.  However,  this 
bill  does  have  the  advantage  that  it  will 
in  all  likelihood  not  allow  new  and 
greater  surpluses  to  be  built  up. 

This  wheat  bill  has  a  very  distinct  ad¬ 
vantage  over  many  other  proposals 
which  have  come  to  the  Congress  in  re¬ 
cent  years.  It  will  cut  production 
sharply,  while  at  the  same  time  guaran¬ 
teeing  an  adequate  price  for  that  wheat 
which  is  produced.  The  bill  provides  for 
a  30-percent  cut  in  production  on  most 
of  our  wheat  land.  This  in  itself  is  a 
good  idea  because  we  do  have  an  over¬ 
abundance  of  this  commodity  in  bins. 
However,  I  think  the  30-percent  cut  is  a 
bit  too  steep  and  will,  in  effect,  c,ut  the 
income  of  the  average  wheat  farmer 
despite  the  high  guaranteed  price  sup¬ 
port  for  that  which  he  does  produce. 

I  have  long  favored  the  90  percent  of 
parity  support  price  for  wheat.  That 
portion  of  this  bill  I  consider  to  be  good 
and  to  be  of  real  benefit  to  all  wheat 
growers  in  the  Nation. 

I  would  like  to  make  two  more  points. 
One  is  that  this  bill  does  not  kill  off  the 
little  fellow,  the  man  who  -does  not  plant 
vast  expanses  of  wheat.  There  are  cer¬ 
tain  proposals  which  will  be  offered  that 
would  in  effect  eliminate  the  small  pro¬ 
ducer.  This  would  be  disastrous  to  our 
national  economy. 

The  second  point  I  would  like  to 
make — and  here  I  address  myself  pri¬ 
marily  to  my  colleagues  from  the  cities, 
the  gentlemen  who  represent  primarily 
the  consumers  rather  than  the  produc¬ 
ers  of  this  commodity.  During  the  past 
few  years  the  price  of  wheat  has  dropped 
steadily.  The  overall  decline  in  wheat 
prices  has  been  drastic  and  dangerous. 
However,  while  wheat  was  falling  by  a 
dollar  a  bushel,  the  price  of  bread  in 
your  corner  grocery  store  has  gone  up  14 
cents  a  loaf.  What  has  caused  this  is 
debatable  and  controversial.  However, 
I  think  all  consumers  should  remember 
this  point.  The  cost  of  bread  is  not  ne¬ 
cessarily  based  on  the  price  paid  for  its 
principal  ingredient,  wheat.  In  fact, 
just  the  reverse  is  true.  The  cost  seems 
to  be  pegged  by  some  altogether  different 
factor. 

For  these  reasons,  then,  I  have  decided 
to  support  the  wheat  bill,  H.R.  7246, 
which  is  presently  before  the  House.  As 
I  said,  I  cannot  find  it  in  my  heart  to 
support  it  as  fully  as  I  have  the  alternate 
wheat  stabilization  program;  but  I  do 


support  it  and  I  do  recommend  it  to  the 
sympathetic  consideration  of  my  col¬ 
leagues  in  the  House.  I  think  H.R.  7246 
should  pass. 

(Mi’.  LANGEN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  LANGEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  have 
before  us  in  debate  a  bill  which  deals 
with  the  wheat  problem  and  the  wheat 
farmers,  but  one  which,  I  should  hasten 
to  add,  has  a  great  significance  as  well 
to  the  taxpayer  and  the  consumer.  Be¬ 
cause  of  this  magnitude  of  significance, 
it  is  with  some  reluctance  that  I  offer 
these  observations,  for  I  know  that  the 
members  of  the  Agriculture  Committee 
and  the  Wheat  Subcommittee  have  de¬ 
voted  many  hours  of  very  diligent  and 
sincere  effort  to  the  drafting  of  this  bill. 
For  their  contribution  to  this  difficult 
and  complex  problem  they  are  surely  to 
be  complimented. 

But  I  should  be  remiss  in  my  duties 
were  I  not  to  offer  some  observations  on 
this  measure,  for  the  Red  River  Valley  in 
my  district  is  one  of  the  great  spring 
wheat  producing  areas  of  this  Nation, 
and  in  addition,  this  bill  concerns  a 
problem  with  which  I  as  a  person  have 
probably  been  closer  associated  and  have 
had  more  experience  over  the  years  than 
any  other. 

Surely  it  is  not  necessary  for  me  to 
emphasize  the  need  for  legislation  in  this 
field,  for  the  very  fact  that  the  farm 
income  has  been  constantly  dropping 
and  the  fact  that  we  today  have  a  wheat 
surplus  amounting  to  over  134  billion 
bushels,  surely  emphasizes  sufficiently 
the  need.  It  is  with  some  hesitancy  that 
I  support  the  bill  in  its  present  form,  for 
in  my  humble  opinion  it  does  fall  short 
in  several  instances  of  offering  an  ade¬ 
quate  solution  to  the  wheat  problem. 
The  complexity  of  the  wheat  problem, 
of  course,  is  such  that  it  is  most  difficult 
for  anyone  to  come  up  with  a  solution 
that  would  be  adequate  in  all  instances. 
I  should  hope,  however,  that  I  should 
find  not  too  much  argument  were  I  to 
say,  as  I  have  said  on  a  good  many  occa¬ 
sions,  that  the  ideal  solution  would  be 
one  which  would  offer  to  the  wheat 
farmer  for  his  efforts  in  the  production 
of  wheat,  a  fair  and  just  return  and  to 
do  so  with  the  least  amount  of  Govern¬ 
ment  expense  and  the  very  least  amount 
of  Government  regulation. 

May  I  discuss  the  bill  in  the  light  of 
these  objectives.  First,  the  bill  provides 
for  a  compulsory  reduction  in  the  wheat 
acreage  allotment  for  each  farm  by  25 
percent  below  that  established  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  a  55-million-acre  national 
allotment.  In  return,  the  wheat  farmer 
will  receive  an  increase  in  the  available 
price  support  to  90  percent,  or  a  25  per¬ 
cent  reduction  in  acres  for  a  15-percent 
increase  in  price.  In  addition,  he  will  be 
eligible  to  receive  a  small  payment  in 
kind  under  certain  regulations.  These 
provisions,  however,  still  amount  to  a 
reduced  income  from  the  production  of 
wheat  for  the  individual  farmer. 

I  think  it  is  well  to  point  out  at  this 
time  that  the  wheat  farmer  has  already 
made  a  reduction  of  30  percent  from  his 
normal  production  in  order  to  be  in  com¬ 
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pliance  with  the  55-million  acre  national 
allotment  and  so,  in  reality,  has  now 
made  a  reduction  of  over  50  percent  from 
his  normal  seeded  acreage.  This,  of 
course,  is  bound  to  mean  a  substan¬ 
tially  reduced  income  from  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  wheat,  and  when  we  add  this  to 
the  reduced  income  which  he  is  bound 
to  receive  from  the  production  of  other 
corps  on  which  price  supports  have  re¬ 
cently  been  reduced,  it,  of  course,  can 
mean  nothing  else  but  a  substantial  re¬ 
duction  in  the  total  income  to  the  small 
grain  farmer.  This  he  is  forced  to  ac¬ 
cept,  together  with  more  controls  and  a 
substantial  increase  in  the  penalty  for 
excess  seeding.  I  am  wondering  how 
many  more  reductions  in  income  the 
small  farmer  can  stand,  together  with 
more  controls,  and  still  be  able  to  meet 
the  continuous  increase  in  the  cost  of 
production,  without  being  driven  out  of 
business  entirely. 

I  think  it  is  well  to  note  at  this  point 
that  while  the  wheat  problem  seems  to  be 
a  very  severe  one  at  the  moment,  maybe 
over  the  years  it  isn’t  quite  as  severe  as 
it  may  look  at  first  glance.  When  we 
look  at  the  record  of  statistics  that  have 
published  by  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture,  we  find  that  during  3  of  the  last 
5  years  the  wheat  producer  produced  less  - 
wheat  than  we  have  disposed  of  through 
domestic  use  and  exports.  Therefore, 
weather  conditions  and  other  factors  be¬ 
yond  the  farmers’  control  play  a  sub¬ 
stantial  part  in  the  amount  of  wheat  that 
is  produced  each  year — factors  which  are 
again  going  to  play  a  part  and  which  will 
serve  to  prove  that  all  crops  are  not  going 
to  be  as  large  as  the  one  we  experienced 
in  the  last  year  of  1958,  which  was  the 
largest  in  our  Nation’s  history.  I  am 
wondering  if  under  these  circumstances 
we  are  justified  in  compelling  the  wheat 
farmer  to  accept  further  reductions  in 
his  income  and  stricter  controls. 

May  I  call  your  attention  to  one  other 
feature  of  this  bill  which,  in  my  estima¬ 
tion,  is  inadequate.  It  has  been  said  that 
the  bill  provides  for  the  farmer  a  choice 
of  whether  he  wants  to  continue  to  oper¬ 
ate  under  a  system  of  strict  controls  with 
a  higher  price  support  or  whether  he 
would  rather  want  to  operate  without 
controls  and  a  low  price  support.  The 
bill  provides  for  a  referendum  in  which 
the  farmer  decides  whether  we  are  to 
have  marketing  quotas  and  a  reduced 
acreage  together  with  90  percent  price 
supports.  If  this  referendum  is  turned 
down,  he  would  then  be  offered  no  con¬ 
trols  and  a  support  price  of  50  peixent 
of  parity.  May  I  take  just  a  moment  to 
point  out  the  significance  of  this  choice. 

If  the  referendum  is  turned  down  and 
he  then  is  forced  to  operate  under  a  50- 
percent  support  price  and  no  controls,  it 
would  mean  that,  if  he  were  to  receive 
exactly  the  same  amount  of  dollars  that 
he  would  receive  under  the  marketing 
quota,  he  would  have  to  increase  his  pro¬ 
duction  in  bushels  by  at  least  75  percent. 
In  addition,  he  would  have  added  oper¬ 
ating  expense,  and  so  the  final  result 
would  still  be  a  reduced  net  income,  even 
with  a  75-percent  increase  in  his  produc¬ 
tion.  Now,  may  I  ask  what  kind  of  a 
choice  that  offers  the  wheat  farmer  or 
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what  kind  of  a  solution  that  offers  to  the 
wheat  problem?  For,  actually,  the  farm¬ 
er  is  faced  with  the  problem,  in  the 
event  that  the  marketing  quota  is  turned 
down,  of  having  to  increase  his  produc¬ 
tion  of  wheat  by  over  75  percent  in  order 
to  even  maintain  his  present  income. 
So  we  can  readily  see  where  this  would 
tend  to  not  only  further  reduce  the  in¬ 
come  but  further  irritate  the  surplus 
problem.  I  wonder  how  many  of  the 
other  segments  of  our  population, 
whether  they  be  white-collar  workers, 
businessmen,  or  a  segment  of  our  labor 
force,  would  be  willing  to  accept  a  choice 
like  that  in  these  days— a  reduced  income 
no  matter  which  choice  he  makes,  while, 
in  comparison,  the  income  to  those  in 
other  fields  of  endeavor  is  constantly  in¬ 
creasing. 

One  of  the  factors  that  I  find  lacking 
in  this  bill,  which  to  me  is  most  signifi¬ 
cant  and  important  in  arriving  at  the 
adequate  and  proper  Solution  to  the  farm 
problem  in  general,  is  that  of  diverting 
to  the  farmer  himself  a  part  of  the  re¬ 
sponsibility  for  the  solution  of  this  prob¬ 
lem,  as  well  as  the  opportunity  that  he 
so  desperately  needs  to  adjust  his  income 
to  the  point  of  where  it  will  at  least  com¬ 
pare  with  the  constant  increase  in  the 
cost  of  his  operations. 

Early  in  the  session  I  did  introduce  a 
bill  which  provided  for  the  incorporation 
of  these  factors  into  wheat  legislation.  I 
have  since  offered  comparable  legislation 
applicable  to  all  of  the  other  small-grain 
crops.  These  bills  have  for  their  pur¬ 
pose  the  placing  of  the  responsibility  to 
voluntarily  reduce  the  production  di¬ 
rectly  on  the  farmer  himself,  and  for  his 
contribution  provide  the  opportunity  to 
improve  his  income.  I  should  express 
my  pleasure  at  the  recognition  that 
these  features  were  given  by  the  Wheat 
Subcommittee  and,  more  particularly, 
the  recognition  that  was  given  to  these 
principles  by  the  other  body,  in  that  they 
have  passed  a  bill  which  does  incorporate 
these  principles  but,  because  of  other  pro¬ 
visions  being  left  out,  still  falls  far  short 
of  the  mark.  Because  of  the  extent  to 
which  these  principles  have  already  been 
recognized,  I  am  not  going  to  offer  an 
amendment  to  the  bill ;  but  it  is  my  hope 
that,  before  all  the  deliberations  are  over 
in  this  House  and  in  this  conference, 
these  provisions  might  be  adopted. 

It  is  not  my  purpose  to  plead  the  cause 
of  the  American  fanner  in  the  sense  that 
he  becomes  even  more  dependent  upon 
Government  for  his  existence,  but  it  is 
rather  my  purpose  to  plead  that  he 
might  be  given  the  opportunity  to 
shoulder  his  responsibility  with  a  just 
return  for  his  efforts.  I  have  a  great 
deal  of  confidence  in  the  ability  of  the 
American  farmer  to  do  so  if  he  is  given 
the  opportunity — an  opportunity  that  he 
has  been  promised  a  good  many  times 
over  the  past  several  years. 

In  conclusion  may  I  say  that  my 
support  of  this  bill  is  generated  only 
because  of  the  real  need  that  something 
ought  to  be  done  to  relieve  the  situation 
that  presently  confronts  the  wheat 
farmer  and  this  Nation.  It  is  my  hope 
that  Congress  may  continue  to  seek  to 
find  a  more  favorable  and  adequate  solu¬ 
tion  that  will  bring  to  the  American 


wheat  fanner  additional  opportunity  to 
improve  his  income  to  the  point  of  where 
he  will  receive  a  just  share  of  the 
national  income  and  to  do  so  without 
being  further  hampered  by  restrictive 
Government  controls  and  penalties. 

(Mr.  HENDERSON  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  extend  his  remarks 
at  this  point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  HENDERSON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
the  legislation  before  the  House  today 
presents  the  farmers  of  southeastern 
Ohio  and  their  representative  with  a 
choice.  As  I  interpret  their  philosophy 
on  the  subject  of  governmental  inter¬ 
vention  in  farming,  they  would  approve 
less  and  less  of  it,  to  the  point  of  com¬ 
plete  removal  of  controls,  even  though 
that  might  mean  less  monetary  benefit 
to  them. 

The  provisions  of  existing  law,  which 
permit  them  to  raise  up  to  15  acres  of 
wheat  without  restriction,  as  well  as 
without  subsidy,  pleases  them  for  the 
reason  that,  within  the  limitation  of  15 
acres  they  are  free  to  operate  as  they 
wish.  The  committee  bill  would  reduce 
that  exemption  to  12  acres.  At  the 
present  time,  they  have  no  voice  in  the 
farm  subsidy  program.  Only  those 
larger  producers  of  greater  than  15  acres 
are  permitted  to  vote  and  because  they 
are  the  ones  who,  on  a  dollars-and-cents 
basis,  are  more  benefited  by  the  program, 
historically,  the  larger  farmers  who  do 
vote,  vote  to  continue  it.  The  Belcher 
substitute  would  eliminate  the  15 -acre 
exemption  completely  but,  in  giving 
those  smaller  producers  the  right  to  vote 
on  the  program,  the  smaller  producers 
will  gain  the  numerical  majority,  which 
will,  in  the  absence  of  an  improbable 
congressional  action  to  curtail  farm  sub¬ 
sidies,  eliminate  controls  entirely. 

In  one  other  particular,  the  commit¬ 
tee  bill  is  wholly  unacceptable;  namely, 
the  provision  for  payment  of  subsidies 
at  90  percent  of  parity,  while  reducing 
acreage  allotments  by  25  percent.  Such 
a  plan  will  further  regiment  the  fann¬ 
ers  of  America,  while  implanting  ever 
deeper  into  our  system  of  government 
a  perpetual  plan  of  price  supports. 
What  is  needed  is  a  plan  which  will  re¬ 
duce  the  supports  and  will  eventually 
lead  us  out  of  the  maze  of  regimenta¬ 
tion  and  control. 

The  Belcher  substitute  is  a  step  in  that 
direction.  It  provides  for  a  gradual  re¬ 
duction,  as  well  as  the  right  of  more 
universal  assertion  on  the  part  of  those 
who  are  affected.  Both  the  committee 
bill  and  the  substitute  include  a  provi¬ 
sion  which  I  have  long  favored  and  ad¬ 
vocated.  That  is  the  provision  which 
will  permit  unlimited  production  of 
wheat  where  it  is  used  by  the  producer 
for  feed  or  seed.  Such  a  provision  fol¬ 
lows  the  philosophy  of  legislation  which 
I  introduced  in  the  84th,  85th,  and  86th 
Congresses.  In  the  85th  Congress  a 
partial  step  was  taken  in  this  direction 
by  providing  a  limit  of  30  acres.  The 
legislation  now  before  us  goes  all  the 
way  and  removes  the  ceiling  completely. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  people  of  the  United 
States  have  the  right  to  expect  this  Con¬ 
gress  to  provide  them  with  a  workable 
farm  program  and  one  which  will  lead 
to  the  eventual  elimination  of  the  costly. 


ineffective  system  of  controls  which  has 
marred  our  otherwise  progressive  econ¬ 
omy. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
the  remainder  of  my  time  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  South  Dakota  [Mr.  Berry]. 

(Mr.  BERRY  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  BERRY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think 
wre  should  start  at  the  beginning.  First, 
we  must  admit  there  is  actually  no  such 
thing  as  a  domestic  farm  problem.  The 
problem  is  rather  a  foreign  policy  prob¬ 
lem,  which,  to  solve,  we  have  resorted 
to  forcing  our  domestic  producer  into 
competition  with  the  foreign  producer. 

Let  us  take  just  one  product  for  an 
example.  Let  us  take  wool.  You  know, 
or  should  know,  that  today  we  are  pro¬ 
ducing  less  than  one-third  of  the  wool 
that  is  actually  processed  and  consumed 
in  this  country — and  yet,  because  wool 
is  a  commodity  that  is  susceptible  to  in¬ 
ternational  trade,  we  are  forced  to  pro¬ 
vide  a  wool  support  or  wool  subsidy  pro¬ 
gram  in  order  to  provide  the  domestic 
wool  grower  with  a  cost-of-living  price 
so  that  he  can  buy  groceries  for  his 
family. 

Listen,  my  friends,  if  there  were  a 
protective  tariff  on  wool  so  that  the 
American  farmer  could  know  he  would 
be  able  to  furnish  just  the  domestic 
market  the  farm  surplus  problem  would 
be  solved.  The  acres  that  are  now  pro¬ 
ducing  surplus  wheat,  com,  cotton,  and 
tobacco  would  be  converted  to  the  pro¬ 
duction  of  wool  and  there  would  be  no 
need  for  any  kind  of  soil  bank  program 
to  take  acres  out  of  production. 

Let  us  take  another  example.  Dur¬ 
ing  the  past  10  years  we  have  imported 
3,651,000  head  of  live  cattle,  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  which  would  in  itself  have  taken 
one-fifth  of  the  basic  wheat  acres.  We 
have  imported  over  13  million  live  hogs. 
In  addition,  during  the  past  10  years  we 
have  imported  over  2,022  million  pounds 
of  beef  and  veal,  almost  a  billion  pounds 
of  pork,  and  46  million  pounds  of  lamb 
and  mutton.  Since  the  reciprocal 
trade  extension  went  into  effect  last 
July,  beef,  lamb,  and  pork  imports  have 
been  increased  from  two  to  five  times 
the  previous  rate;  if  you  think  we  have 
a  farm  problem  now,  wait  until  these 
accelerated  imports  take  effect. 

If  the  American  fanner  had  used 
American  acres  to  produce  this  meat 
and  meat  products,  there  would  be  no 
farm  surpluses  of  anything  today  and 
no  need  for  any  farm  support  prices. 

Another  thing,  if  the  American 
farmer  were  permitted  to  produce  just 
a  part  of  the  39  million  short  tons  of 
sugar  imported  annually,  it  would  take 
up  many  thousand  more  of  the  acres 
we  are  worrying'  about  taking  out  of 
production. 

Let  us  take  another  example.  When 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  an¬ 
nounced  reductions  in  price  supports  on 
barley,  oats,  rye,  soybeans,  flax,  and 
grain  sorghums,  which  would  reduce  the 
cash  income  of  the  American  farmer  in 
1959  by  17  percent  of  $436  million  as 
compared  with  1958,  figured  on  an  aver¬ 
age  crop  in  1959,  our  colleague  from 
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Minnesota  [Mr.  Langen],  introduced  a 
feed  grain  support  bill  in  Congress. 

His  research  on  imports  and  surpluses 
of  barley  and  oats  disclosed  that  ac¬ 
cording  to  the  Department’s  own  fig¬ 
ures,  the  American  farmer  has  produced 
no  surpluses  in  these  two  crops  in  the 
past  10  years.  True,  we  do  have  a  sur¬ 
plus  of  200  million  bushels  of  barley  and 
275  million  bushels  of  oats,  which  costs 
the  American  taxpayer  approximately 
$26  million  a  year  in  storage  and  which, 
because  of  its  existence,  is  depressing  the 
domestic  price  of  these  two  commodities. 
On  the  other  side  of  the  ledger,  how¬ 
ever,  we  find  that  in  the  past  10  years 
this  Nation  has  imported,  mostly  from 
Canada,  224  million  bushels  of  barley 
and  over  344  million  bushels  of  oats. 
And  yet — my  friends — the  American 
farmer  is  being  blamed  for  the  surplus 
and  the  cost  of  storage. 

Now — just  for  a  short  minute — take 
the  monkey  off  the  back  of  the  Ameri¬ 
can  farmer  and  place  it  where  it  belongs. 

So  long  as  it  is  the  foreign  policy  of  this 
Nation  to  trade  the  products  of  domestic 
labor  and  industry  for  foreign-produced 
farm  products,  then  let’s  be  honest 
enough  among  ourselves  to  admit  that 
this  is  a  foreign  policy  problem  and  not 
a  domestic  farm  problem.  Let  me  say 
this — if  through  reciprocal  trade  and  re¬ 
duced  tariff  policies  we  continue  to  dump 
foreign  farm  production  into  this  coun¬ 
try,  then  there  is  no  hope  for  the  Amer¬ 
ican  farmer  except  a  tax  subsidy.  If, 
however — instead  of  increasing  imports 
we  decide  to  protect  American  agricul¬ 
ture  with  tariffs  and  quotas,  then  the 
farm  problem  is  solved  in  one  year  and 
the  farmer  will  be  once  again  returned 
to  his  status  of  a  free  market  and  a  free 
opportunity  to  live  as  an  independent 
operator  in  a  free  enterprise  system. 

WHEAT 

There  is  no  wheat  problem.  If  the 
program  of  the  National  Wheat  Producer 
could  be  enacted  so  that  the  wheat  pro¬ 
ducers  of  the  Nation  could  raise  the 
wheat  that  is  used  in  domestic  consump¬ 
tion  and  protect  their  price  for  that  por¬ 
tion  through  the  sale  to  those  who  con¬ 
sume  the  wheat  products,  instead  of 
being  forced  to  go  to  the  taxpayers 
genei'ally — there  would  be  no  wheat 
problem.  The  wheat  growers  would 
gladly  handle  their  own  program  with 
very  little  expense  to  the  taxpayer,  but 
this  is  not  possible  because  the  corn  and 
other  feed  grain  producers  of  the  Na¬ 
tion  are  fearful  of  wheat  going  into  com¬ 
petition  with  their  products — so  the 
wheat  farmer  of  the  Nation  must  take 
what  is  handed  to  him. 

So  far  as  wheat  legislation  is  con¬ 
cerned,  there  are  as  many  solutions  as 
there  are  students  of  the  problem.  There 
are,  however,  two  principal  schools  of 
thought.  One  school  of  thought  is  that 
the  program  should  embrace  high  sup¬ 
ports  with  strict  production  controls — 
the  other  that  there  should  be  no  limita¬ 
tion  upon  production  and  only  a  protec¬ 
tive  floor  under  the  support  price. 

The  committee  bill  gives  the  wheat 
farmers  of  the  Nation  the  choice  be¬ 
tween  those  two  philosophies  to  be  de¬ 
termined  in  a  referendum  vote.  There 
are  features  of  the  committee  bill  with 


which  I  do  not  agree.  For  instance,  if 
there  is  to  be  a  25  percent  reduction  in 
acreage,  it  should  be  a  25  percent  re¬ 
duction.  The  provision  permitting  the 
operator  to  receive  wheat  “in  kind”  from 
the  CCC  supplies  in  storage  will  have  a 
price  depression  effect  if  permitted  to  be 
dumped  on  the  market. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  substitute  bill 
is  even  worse,  in  my  judgment.  The 
committee  bill  limits  the  referendum 
vote  to  the  wheat  farmers  of  America. 
The  substitute  bill  permits  all  farmers, 
raising  not  more  than  15  acres  to  vote 
on  a  program  which  does  not,  and  should 
not,  affect  them. 

In  an  effort  to  reduce  production,  the 
legitimate  wheat  farmers  have  already 
taken  a  30  percent  cut  in  their  acreage. 
The  15-acre  free  loaders  who  have  be¬ 
come  the  barnacles  clinging  to  the  bot¬ 
tom  of  the  wheat  program  vessel  are  to¬ 
day  producing  680  million  bushels  out¬ 
side  the  farm  program,  in  other  words, 
just  about  the  amount  of  the  annual 
wheat  surplus  production.  Why  should 
these  15-acre  free  loaders  write  the  pro¬ 
gram  for  the  wheat  farmers  of  the 
Nation? 

The  difficulty  is  that  the  historic  wheat 
area  of  the  Nation,  much  of  which  can¬ 
not  successfully  produce  any  other  cash 
grain  crop,  is  having  its  program  written 
for  it  primarily  by  farmers  who  never 
produced  wheat  until  controls  on  other 
crop  production  forced  them  into  wheat 
production.  If,  however,  the  State  De¬ 
partment  is  going  to  write  this  farm  pro¬ 
gram  for  the  American  farmer,  then 
possibly  the  15-acre  freeloaders  may  as 
well  write  the  wheat  program  for  the 
wheat  farmers. 

The  only  solution  to  all  of  these  en¬ 
tangling  messes  is  to  give  the  American 
farmer  the  production  of  American  con¬ 
sumption.  If  that  is  not  possible,  then 
I  suppose  we  have  no  alternative  other 
than  to  resort  to  production  subsidies 
with  the  taxpayer  being  called  upon  to 
pay  the  price  of  our  foreign  trade  policy. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  the  balance  of  the  time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  concluding  this  de¬ 
bate,  which  I  think  has  been  very  in¬ 
teresting,  I  want  to  call  attention  to  one 
communication  from  the  U.S.  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  of  recent  date.  The 
headline  is  this,  and  I  address  the  city 
Members  of  Congress:  “Farmers’  prices 
do  not  govern  bread  prices.”  This  is  an 
official  statement  coming  from  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture.  Now,  here  is  a 
chart  in  a  publication  issued  by  our 
committee  on  June  1,  1959,  on  page  3, 
showing  how  bread  prices  in  recent 
years  have  continually  gone  up  at  the 
very  same  time  that  wheat  prices  to  the 
farmer  have  continually  gone  down.  So, 
I  do  not  think  any  Member  represent¬ 
ing  an  urban  area  has  any  reason  to  fear 
that  this  bill  here  npw  before  us  would 
in  any  way  affect  his  constituents. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  conclude  by 
saying  again  what  I  said  to  begin  with, 
that  this  is  the  one  great  problem  of 
American  agriculture.  The  President 
is  disturbed  about  the  wheat  situation; 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  disturbed 
about  it;  all  of  us  are  disturbed  about  it. 
The  taxpayers  have  a  right  to  be  dis¬ 
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turbed  about  it,  because  we  have  over  $3 
billion  invested  in  wheat. 

Wheat,  as  a  commodity  in  my  own 
congressional  district,  is  not  of  great 
importance.  But,  when  I  see  men,  for 
instance,  like  the  gentleman  from  Kan¬ 
sas  [Mr.  Breeding],  the  gentleman  from 
Montana  [Mr.  Anderson],  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa  [Mr.  Coad],  and  these  other 
people  from  the  great  wheat-growing 
areas  of  America  willing  to  accept  the 
terms  of  this  bill,  as  drastic  as  it  is,  cer¬ 
tainly  I  feel  inclined  tc  go  along  with  it 
and  support  the  program. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  I  hope  my  good  chair¬ 
man  will  not  include  Iowa  as  one  of  the 
great  wheat-producing  States. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  will  say  that  Iowa 
is  a  great  State  in  many  respects.  It  is 
best  known  for  its  corn  crop.  I  will  say 
to  my  friend  from  Iowa  if  the  Belcher 
amendment  is  adopted,  you  will  put 
every  little  15-acre  man  out  of  business 
and  they  will  be  perfectly  free  to  grow 
com  in  competition  with  the  corn  pro¬ 
duced  in  Iowa. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Of  course,  the  Chair¬ 
man  knows  there  will  not  be  anybody  in 
the  15-acre  allotment  put  out  of  business 
if  he  has  been  raising  wheat.  This  only 
put  out  of  the  wheat  program  that  fellow 
that  joined  later. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  The  committee  has  re¬ 
duced  the  15-acre  allotment  to  the  lower 
of  12  acres  or  to  the  highest  planted  by 
the  farmer  in  any  one  of  the  most  recent 
3  years.  Those  who  have  a  smaller  al¬ 
lotment  should  be  affected  like  those 
that  have  a  larger  allotment. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  I  think  the  gen¬ 
tleman’s  statement  was  correct  a  moment 
ago  that  the  increase  in  cost  of  living 
to  the  people  in  the  cities  is  not  to  be 
blamed  on  those  who  toil  in  the  soil. 
We  ought  to  know,  and  certainly  I  know, 
that  as  prices  go  up  to  the  consumer,  the 
farmer  has  been  getting  less. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  The  record  clearly 
shows  that. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  We  know  that  it 
is  caused  by  the  middlemen.  And  cer- 
tanly  that  should  be  thoroughly  looked 
into.  Anyone  from  the  cities  who  votes 
against  any  bill  because  he  thinks  it  is 
going  to  increase  the  cost  of  living  to  the 
consumers  in  the  city  is  making  a  very 
serious  mistake. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Even  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  has  publicly  said  that  the 
American  consumer  today  is  getting  bet¬ 
ter  food  and  more  food  at  cheaper  prices, 
in  relation  to  individual  incomes,  than 
ever  before  in  all  history.  That  is  an 
answer  to  that  argument. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina  [Mr. 
Cooley]  has  expired. 

All  time  has  expired. 

The  Clerk  will  read  the  bill  for  amend¬ 
ment. 
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Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  bill  be  con¬ 
sidered  as  read,  printed  in  the  Record, 
and  open  for  amendment  at  any  point. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina? 

The  was  no  objection. 

The  bill  is  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  title  I 
of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended, 
Is  amended  by  adding  the  following  new 
section : 

"Sec.  106.  Notwithstanding  the  provisions 
of  section  101  of  this  Act,  for  each  of  the 
1960  and  1961  crops  of  wheat  price  support 
shall  be  made  available  as  provided  in  this 
section.  The  support  price  for  each  such 
crop  shall  be  90  per  centum  of  the  parity 
price  therefor.  Wheat  of  any  such  crop  shall 
be  eligible  for  price  support  only  if  (1)  the 
farm  on  which  the  wheat  is  produced  is  in 
compliance  with  the  farm  wheat  acreage  al¬ 
lotment  for  such  crop,  and  (2)  the  total  acre¬ 
age  on  the  farm  devoted  to  the  production 
of  crops  supported  under  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  which  would  nor¬ 
mally  be  harvested  in  the  calendar  year  in 
which  the  wheat  crop  for  which  the  pro¬ 
ducer  applies  for  price  support  is  normally 
harvested,  does  not  exceed  the  total  average 
annual  acreage  on  the  farm  devoted  to  the 
production  of  such  price  supported  crops  for 
harvest  in  1957  and  1958,  less  an  acreage 
equal  to  30  per  centum  of  the  farm  acreage 
allotment  for  the  crop  of  wheat  for  which  ap¬ 
plication  for  price  support  is  made  which 
would  be  in  effect  for  the  farm  except  for  the 
reduction  thereof  as  provided  in  section  344 
(c)(2)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 
of  1938,  as  amended :  Provided,  however,  That 
a  farm  shall  be  deemed  in  compliance  with 
the  foregoing  requirements  for  price  support 
for  wheat  if  no  crop  other  than  wheat  sup¬ 
ported  under  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as 
amended,  is  produced  on  the  farm  for  har¬ 
vest  in  1960  or  1961,  whichever  is  applicable, 
and  the  farm  is  in  compliance  with  the  farm 
wheat  acreage  allotment.  In  accordance  with 
regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  the 
acreage  of  such  price  supported  crops  for  1957 
and  1958  may  be  adjusted  for  abnormal 
weather  conditions,  established  crop-rotation 
practices  for  the  farm,  diversion  under  soil 
bank  programs,  and  to  reflect  history  acreage 
preserved  under  section  377  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  to 
the  extent  of  any  unused  allotment  not  di¬ 
verted  to  the  production  of  such  price  sup¬ 
ported  crops.  For  the  purposes  of  this  sec¬ 
tion  a  producer  shall  not  be  deemed  to  have 
exceeded  the  farm  acreage  allotment  or  the 
acreage  of  permitted  price  supported  crops 
for  the  farm  unless  the  producer  knowingly 
exceeded  such  allotment  or  permitted  acre¬ 
age.  In  addition,  for  the  1960  or  1961  crops 
of  wheat,  if  the  producers  on  the  farm  meet 
the  foregoing  requirements  for  price  support 
and,  in  accordance  with  regulations  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Secretary,  designate  an  acre¬ 
age  on  the  farm  equal  to  the  30  per  centum 
reduction  in  the  farm  acreage  allotment  re¬ 
quired  under  section  344(c)(2)  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Adjustment  Act,  as  amended,  for  the 
particular  crop  of  wheat  and  do  not  produce 
any  crop  thereon  which  is  normally  harvest¬ 
ed  in  the  calendar  year  in  which  the  particu¬ 
lar  crop  of  wheat  is  normally  harvested  and 
do  not  graze  such  acreage  during  such  year, 
such  producers  shall  be  entitled  to  a  wheat 
payment  in  kind  from  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  stocks  equal  in  value  to  one- 
third  of  the  average  annual  yield  in  bushels 
of  wheat  per  harvested  acre  on  the  farm  for 
the  three  years  immediately  preceding  the 
year  for  which  the  designation  is  made,  ad¬ 
justed  for  abnormal  weather  conditions  and 


as  determined  under  regulations  prescribed 
by  the  Secretary,  multiplied  by  the  number 
of  designated  acres.  Such  wheat  may  be 
marketed  without  penalty  but  shall  not  be 
eligible  for  price  support.  The  payment  in 
kind  shall  be  made  by  the  issuance  of  a  ne¬ 
gotiable  certificate  which  Commodity  Cred¬ 
it  Corporation  shall  redeem  in  wheat  equal 
in  value  to  the  value  of  the  certificate.  The 
certificate  shall  have  a  value  equal  to  the 
number  of  bushels  determined  as  aforesaid 
multiplied  by  the  basic  county  support  rate 
per  bushel  for  number  one  wheat  of  the  crop 
normally  harvested  in  the  year  for  which  the 
acreage  is  designated  and  for  the  county  in 
which  the  designated  acreage  is  located. 
The  wheat  redeemable  for  such  certificate 
shall  be  valued  at  the  market  price  thereof 
as  determined  by  Commodity  Credit  Corpo¬ 
ration.  The  Secretary  shall  provide  by  regu¬ 
lation  for  the  sharing  of  a  certificate  among 
producers  on  the  farm  on  a  fair  and  equitable 
basis.  The  acreage  on  the  farm  which  would 
otherwise  be  eligible  to  be  placed  in  the  con¬ 
servation  reserve  program  for  1960  or  1961 
shall  be  reduced  by  an  amount  equal  to  the 
required  reduction  of  30  per  centum  under 
section  344(c)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjust¬ 
ment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  for  the  wheat 
crop  of  the  corresponding  year.  Price  sup¬ 
port  at  90  per  centum  of  parity  under  this 
section  shall  be  made  available  only  to  co- 
operators  and  only  if  producers  have  not  dis¬ 
approved  marketing  quotas  for  the  crop.  In 
case  marketing  quotas  are  disapproved,  price 
support  shall  be  made  available  to  coopera¬ 
tors  and  noncooperators  at  50  per  centum  of 
parity :  Provided,  however,  That  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  section  407  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of 
1949,  as  amended,  the  current  support  price 
for  wheat  shall  be  determined  on  the  basis 
of  a  price  support  level  for  wheat  of  75  per 
centum  of  the  parity  price  therefor.” 

Sec.  2.  (a)  In  lieu  of  the  provisions  of 
item  (1)  of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh 
Congress,  as  amended,  the  following  pro¬ 
visions  shall  apply  to  the  1960  and  1961 
crops  of  wheat: 

“(1)  If  a  national  marketing  quota  for 
wheat  is  in  effect  for  any  marketing  year, 
farm  marketing  quotas  shall  be  in  effect  for 
the  crop  of  wheat  which  is  normally  har¬ 
vested  in  the  calendar  year  in  which  such 
marketing  year  begins.  The  farm  marketing 
quota  for  any  crop  of  wheat  shall  be  the 
actual  production  of  the  acreage  planted  to 
such  crop  of  wheat  on  the  farm  less  the 
farm  marketing  excess.  The  farm  market¬ 
ing  excess  shall  be  an  amount  equal  to 
double  the  normal  yield  of  wheat  per  acre 
established  for  the  farm  multiplied  by  the 
number  of  acres  planted  to  such  crop  of 
wheat  on  the  farm  in  excess  of  the  farm 
acreage  allotment  for  such  crop  unless  the 
producer,  in  accordance  with  regulations 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary  and  within  the 
time  prescribed  therein,  establishes  to  the 
satisfaction  of  the  Secretary  the  actual  pro¬ 
duction  of  such  crop  of  wheat  on  the  farm. 
If  such  actual  production  is  so  established 
the  farm  marketing  excess  shall  be  such 
actual  production  less  the  actual  production 
of  the  farm  wheat  acreage  allotment:  Pro¬ 
vided,  however.  That  the  farm  marketing  ex¬ 
cess  shall  be  adjusted  to  zero  if  the  total 
actual  production  on  the  farm  does  not  ex¬ 
ceed  the  normal  production  of  the  farm 
wheat  acreage  allotment.  Actual  production 
of  the  farm  wheat  acreage  allotment  shall 
mean  the  actual  average  yield  per  harvested 
acre  of  wheat  on  the  farm  multiplied  by 
the  number  of  acres  constituting  the  farm 
acreage  allotment.  In  determining  the 
actual  average  yield  per  harvested  acre  of 
wheat  and  the  actual  production  of  wheat 
on  the  farm  any  acreage  utilized  for  feed 
without  threshing  after  the  wheat  is  headed, 
or  available  for  such  utilization  at  the  time 
the  actual  production  is  determined,  shall 
be  considered  harvested  acreage  and  the  pro¬ 
duction  thereof  in  terms  of  grain  shall  be 


appraised  in  accordance  with  regulations 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary  and  such  pro¬ 
duction  included  in  the  actual  production 
of  wheat  on  the  farm.  The  acreage  planted 
to  wheat  on  a  farm  shall  include  all  acreage 
planted  to  wheat  for  any  purpose  and  self- 
seeded  (volunteer)  wheat  but  shall  not  in¬ 
clude  any  acreage  that  is  disposed  of  prior  to 
harvest  in  accordance  with  regulations  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Secretary.” 

(b)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of 
item  (2)  of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh 
Congress,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1340(2)), 
the  rate  of  penalty  on  wheat  of  the  1960 
and  1961  crops  shall  be  65  per  centum  of 
the  parity  price  per  bushel  of  wheat  as  of 
May  1  of  the  calendar  year  in  which  the 
crop  is  harvested. 

(c)  In  lieu  of  the  provisions  of  item  (3) 
of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Congress, 
as  amended,  the  following  provisions  shall 
apply  to  the  1960  and  1961  crops  of  wheat: 

“(3)  The  farm  marketing  excess  for  wheat 
shall  be  regarded  as  available  for  marketing, 
and  the  penalty  and  the  storage  amount  or 
amounts  of  wheat  to  be  delivered  to  the 
Secretary  shall  be  computed  upon  double 
the  normal  production  of  the  excess  acreage. 
If  the  farm  marketing  excess  so  computed  is 
adjusted  downward  on  the  basis  of  actual 
production  as  heretofore  provided  the  differ¬ 
ence  between  the  amount  of  the  penalty  or 
storage  computed  on  the  basis  of  double 
the  normal  production  and  as  computed  on 
actual  production  shall  be  returned  to  or 
allowed  the  producer  or  a  corresponding  ad¬ 
justment  made  in  the  amount  to  be  deliv¬ 
ered  to  the  Secreary  if  the  producer  elects 
to  make  such  delivery.  The  Secretary  shall 
issue  regulations  under  which  the  farm 
marketing  excess  of  wheat  for  the  farm  shall 
be  stored  or  delivered  to  him.  Upon  failure 
to  store,  or  deliver  to  the  Secretary,  the  farm 
marketing  excess  within  such  time  as  may 
be  determined  under  regulations  prescribed 
by  the  Secretary  the  penalty  computed  as 
aforesaid  shall  be  paid  by  the  producer. 
Any  wheat  delivered  to  the  Secretary  here¬ 
under  shall  become  the  property  of  the 
United  States  and  shall  be  disposed  of  by 
the  Secretary  for  relief  purposes  in  the 
United  States  or  foreign  countries  or  in  such 
other  manner  as  he  shall  determine  will 
divert  it  from  the  normal  channels  of  trade 
and  commerce.” 

(d)  Item  (7)  Public  Law  74,  Seventy- 
seventh  Congress,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1340 
(7))  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(7)  A  farm  marketing  quota  on  any 
crop  of  wheat  shall  not  be  applicable  to  any 
farm  on  which  the  acreage  planted  to  wheat 
for  such  crop  does  not  exceed  15  acres: 
Provided,  however.  That  a  farm  marketing 
quota  on  the  1960  and  1961  crops  of  wheat 
shall  be  applicable  to  any  farm  on  which 
the  acreage  of  wheat  exceeds  the  smaller  of 
(1)  12  acres  or  (2)  the  highest  number  of 
acres  planted  to  wheat  on  the  farm  for 
harvest  in  the  calendar  years  1957,  1958, 
or  1959.” 

Sec.  3.  Item  (12)  of  Public  Law  74,  Sev¬ 
enty-seventh  Congress,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C. 
1340(12))  shall  not  be  applicable  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  1960  and  1961  crops  of  wheat. 

Sec.  4.  The  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 
of  1938,  as  amended,  is  amended  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

(a)  Section  334  is  amended  by  inserting 
"(1)”  after  “(c)”  and  adding  a  new  sub- 
paragraph  (2)  following  subparagraph  (c) 
(1)  to  read  as  follows: 

“(2)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  law,  each  old  or  new  farm  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  for  the  1960  and  1961  crops  of  wheat 
as  determined  on  the  basis  of  a  minimum 
national  acreage  allotment  of  fifty-five  mil¬ 
lion  acres  shall  be  reduced  by  30  per  cen¬ 
tum.  In  the  event  notices  of  farm  acreage 
allotments  for  the  1960  crop  of  wheat  have 
been  mailed  to  farm  operators  prior  to  the 
effective  date  of  this  subparagraph  (2)  new 
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notices  showing  the  required  reduction 
shall  be  mailed  to  farm  operators  as  soon 
as  practicable.” 

(b)  Section  334  is  further  amended  by 
inserting  a  new  paragraph  (d)  between 
paragraphs  (c)  and  (e)  to  read  as  follows: 

“(d)  For  the  purposes  of  paragraphs  (a), 
(b) ,  and  (c)  of  this  section  any  farm  on 
which  the  farm  marketing  excess  is  ad¬ 
justed  to  zero  because  of  underproduction 
pursuant  to  applicable  provisions  of  law 
shall  be  regarded  as  a  farm  on  which  the 
entire  amount  of  the  farm  marketing  ex¬ 
cess  has  been  delivered  to  the  Secretary  or 
stored  in  accordance  with  applicable  regu¬ 
lations  to  avoid  or  postpone  the  payment 
of  the  penalty.” 

(c)  Subsection  (f)  of  section  335  is 
amended  by  striking  out  the  semicolon  at 
the  end  of  item  (1)  and  adding  “and  shall 
not  apply  to  other  farms  with  respect  to  the 
1960  and  1961  crops;”. 

(d)  Section  336  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

“Sec.  336.  Between  the  date  of  issuance 
of  any  proclamation  of  any  national  mar¬ 
keting  quota  for  wheat  and  July  25  of  the 
year  in  which  the  proclamation  is  made  the 
Secretary  shall  conduct  a  referendum  'by  se¬ 
cret  ballot  to  determine  whether  farmers 
favor  or  oppose  such  quota.  Farmers  eli¬ 
gible  to  vote  in  such  referendum  shall  be 
farmers  who  were  engaged  in  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  the  crop  of  wheat  normally  har¬ 
vested  in  the  calendar  year  immediately 
preceding  the  calendar  year  in  which  the 
referendum  is  held  on  a  farm  that  was  not 
exempted  from  farm  marketing  quotas  on 
such  crop  of  wheat  under  applicable  pro¬ 
visions  of  law.  Any  acreage  considered  as 
being  devoted  to  wheat  in  establishing  fu¬ 
ture  allotments  under  applicable  provisions 
of  law  shall  be  considered  as  wheat-produc¬ 
ing  acreage  for  the  purpose  of  determining 
eligibility  to  vote.  If  the  Secretary  deter¬ 
mines  that  more  than  one-third  of  the 
farmers  voting  in  the  referendum  oppose 
such  quota  he  shall  prior  to  the  effective 
date  of  such  quota  by  proclamation  suspend 
the  operation  of  the  national  marketing 
quotas.with  respect  to  wheat”. 

(e)  Section  362  is  amended  by  deleting 
the  second  sentence  thereof. 

Sec.  5.  Subsections  (b)  and  (c)  of  section 
335  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 
1938,  as  amended,  are  hereby  repealed  and 
subsection  (d)  of  said  section  is  repealed 
effective  beginning  with  the  1960  crop  of 
wheat. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  the  committee  amendments. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Page  2,  line  10,  strike  out  “30"  and  insert 
“25.” 

Page  2,  line  14,  strike  out  “344”  and  insert 
“334.” 

Page  3,  line  10,  after  the  word  “if”,  insert 
"marketing  quotas  for  the  particular  crop 
are  in  effect  and.” 

Page  3,  line  13,  strike  out  “30”  and  insert 
“25.” 

Page  3,  line  14,  strike  out  “344”  and  insert 
“334.” 

Page  4,  line  20,  strike  out  “30”  and  insert 
“25.” 

Page  4,  line  21,  strike  out  “344(c)”  and  in¬ 
sert  “334(c) (2) 

Page  9,  line  10,  strike  out  “30”  and  insert 
“25.” 

The  committee  amendments  were 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  McGovern:  On 
page  5,  line  2,  strike  out  the  period,  insert 
in  lieu  thereof  a  colon,  and  add  the  follow¬ 
ing:  “Provided  further,  (1)  That  beginning 


with  the  crop  of  wheat  to  be  planted  in  1960, 
the  total  amount  of  price  support  extended 
to  any  person  on  any  year's  production  of 
wheat  through  loans  or  purchases  made  or 
made  available  by  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation,  or  other  agency  of  the  U.S.  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  shall  not  exceed 
$35,000;  (2)  that  the  term  ‘person’  shall 
mean  an  individual,  partnership,  firm,  joint- 
stock  company,  corporation,  association, 
trust,  estate,  or  other  legal  entity,  or  a  State, 
political  subdivision  of  a  State,  or  any  agency 
thereof,  except  that  in  the  case  of  a  partner¬ 
ship  made  up  of  two  or  more  separate  fam¬ 
ilies  or  households  each  such  family  or  house¬ 
hold  may  be  considered  at  its  option  as  a 
person  for  the  purposes  of  this  subsection; 
(3)  that  in  the  case  of  any  loan  to,  or  pur¬ 
chase  from,  a  cooperative  marketing  organ¬ 
ization,  such  limitation  shall  not  apply  to 
the  amount  of  price  support  received  by  the 
cooperative  marketing  organization,  but  the 
amount  of  price  support  made  available  to 
any  person  through  such  cooperative  mar¬ 
keting  organization  shall  be  included  in  de¬ 
termining  the  amount  of  price  support  re¬ 
ceived  by  such  person  for  purposes  of  such 
limitation;  and  (4)  that  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  shall  issue  regulations  prescrib¬ 
ing  such  rules  as  he  determines  necessary 
to  prevent  the  evasion  of  such  limitation.” 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
amendment  is  very  similar  to  an  amend¬ 
ment  that  I  offered  on  the  floor  of  the 
House  2  years  ago,  when  we  were  debat¬ 
ing  the  com  bill  in  the  Spring  of  1957. 
It  simply  seeks  to  gear  the  operation  of 
our  Federal  farm  program  primarily  to 
what  has  been  called  here  many  times 
“the  family-size  farm.”  It  is  an  amend¬ 
ment  similar  to  the  one  that  was  adopted 
on  tobacco  yesterday  when  that  bill  was 
before  the  House,  a  measure  which  came 
from  the  other  side  of  the  aisle  which 
I  was  happy  to  support,  just  as  I  sup¬ 
ported  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Avery]  a 
few  days  ago. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  make  this 
point  in  reference  to  the  amendment.  It 
would  be  a  mistake  for  anyone  to  assume 
that  because  we  are  offering  a  limiting 
amendment  that  this  necessarily  im¬ 
plies  that  most  of  our  present  wheat  pro¬ 
gram  is  now  in  the  hands  of  huge  pro¬ 
ducers.  There  has  not  been  any  more 
unjustified  myth  spread  around  this 
country  than  the  notion  that  most  of  our 
farm  production  is  controlled  by  a  few 
huge  operators.  The  truth  of  the  mat¬ 
ter  is  that  this  amendment  limiting  price 
support  loans  on  wheat  to  $35,000  for  any 
one  producer  will  only  affect  287  wheat 
farmers  in  the  entire  United  States. 
Last  year,  according  to  the  figures  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  there  were 
476,000  wheat  loans  that  were  granted 
by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation. 
In  other  words,  the  amendment  I  am  of¬ 
fering  today  affects  only  6/100th  of  1  per¬ 
cent  of  all  the  loans  that  were  granted 
to  wheat  producers  in  1958.  The  total 
of  the  dollars  that  were  loaned  to  the 
wheat  producers  in  the  category  of  $35,- 
000  and  over  represents  only  a  little  more 
than  1  percent  of  the  wheat  that  was 
pledged  under  our  price  support  pro¬ 
gram.  So  I  do  not  offer  this  amendment 
because  of  any  conviction  on  my  part 
that  the  program  has  been  taken  over 
by  the  large  producers,  but  because  the 
entire  farm  program  has  been  given  a 
black  eye  due  to  the  publicity  and  the 


propaganda  associated  with  a  handful  of 
large  producers.  This  amendment  will 
take  care  of  that  problem. 

Mr.  ANDERSON  of  Montana.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  I  yi&d. 

Mr.  ANDERSON  of  Montana.  As  I 
heard  the  gentleman’s  amendment  read, 
the  language  was  “wheat  planted  in 
1960.”  I  wonder  if  the  gentleman 
really  intended  to  make  that  discrimi¬ 
nation  so  that  the  winter  wheat  people 
would  have  the  effect  of  this  amend¬ 
ment  deferred  until  the  harvest  in  the 
fall  of  1961  whereas  the  spring  wheat 
people  would  have  it  imposed  on  crops 
to  be  harvested  in  1960. 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  The  amendment 
goes  into  effect  on  any  wheat  planted  in 
the  1960  crop  year. 

Mr.  ANDERSON  of  Montana.  As  I  in¬ 
terpret  the  wording  of  the  gentleman’s 
amendment,  it  goes  into  effect  for  the 
spring-wheat  farmers  a  year  earlier  than 
it  does  for  the  winter-wheat  farmers. 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  We  have  to  have  a 
beginning  point. 

Mr.  ANDERSON  of  Montana.  Then 
should  we  not  say  “harvested  in  1960” 
instead  of  “planted  in  1960”?  We  are 
talking  about  two  crops  here,  the  crop 
harvested  in  1960  and  the  crop  har¬ 
vested  in  1961. 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  I  think  the 
amendment  accomplishes  what  we  are 
after  the  way  it  is  worded. 

Mr.  ANDERSON  of  Montana.  No.  It 
does  not  accomplish  what  the  gentle¬ 
man  is  talking  about  for  the  crop  to  be 
harvested  in  the  winter  wheat  area  in 
1960  because  most  of  that  crop  will  be 
planted  in  1959. 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  I  have  no  objec¬ 
tion  to  changing  that  to  take  care  of 
that  problem. 

Mr.  ANDERSON  of  Montana.  Could 
the  gentleman  be  permitted  by  unani¬ 
mous  consent  to  so  change  his  amend¬ 
ment? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  I  believe  you 
said  planted  in  the  crop  year.  The  crop 
year  is  from  July  1  to  July  1  so  there 
is  nothing  wrong  with  your  amendment. 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  Does  that  satisfy 
the  gentleman’s  complaint  about  the 
amendment? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  just  want  to  add  to 
what  the  gentleman  has  said  that  of 
the  1,700,000  wheat  acreage  allotments 
during  1958,  there  were  only  287  loans 
in  excess  of  $35,000  which  only  involved 
less  than  9  y2  million  bushels  of  wheat 
and  the  money  involved  is  slightly  more 
than  $16  million  as  related  to  $1,011,- 
880,000.  The  total  of  9  million  bushels 
is  related  to  556,300,000  bushels. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  point  that  out  to 
show  to  the  Members  that  it  is  not 
necessary  for  us  to  kid  ourselves  into 
believing  that  we  are  accomplishing 
anything  by  adopting  the  gentleman’s 
amendment.  The  fact  is  that  I  oppose 
the  amendment,  but  I  assume  the  House 
will  probably  impose  this  limitation. 
But,  I  just  wanted  the  House  to  know 
that  we  are  doing  something  that  is 
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not  of  great  consequence  and  will  not 
accomplish  much  when  this  $35,000 
limitation  is  imposed. 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  Mr.  Chairman,  in 
view  of  the  question  that  has  been 
raised  by  the  gentleman  from  Montana 
about  the  wording  of  the  amendment 
I  have  offered,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  in  the  amendment  the  word 
“planted”  be  changed  to  the  word  “har¬ 
vested”  so  that  all  of  these  crops  will 
be  treated  alike. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
South  Dakota? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  will  report  the  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  McGovern  :  On 
page  5,  line  2,  strike  out  the  period,  insert 
in  lieu  thereof  a  colon,  and  add  the  fol¬ 
lowing:  “ Provided  further,  (1)  That  begin¬ 
ning  with  the  crop  of  wheat  to  be  harvested 
in  1960,  the  total  amount  of  price  support 
extended  to  any  person  on  any  year’s  pro¬ 
duction  of  wheat  through  loans  or  purchases 
made  or  made  available  by  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation,  or  other  agency  of  the 
U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  shall  not 
exceed  $35,000;  (2)  that  the  term  ’person’ 
shall  mean  an  individual,  partnership,  firm, 
joint-stock  company,  corporation,  associa¬ 
tion,  trust,  estate,  or  other  legal  entity,  or  a 
State,  political  subdivision  of  a  State,  or  any 
agency  thereof,  except  that  in  the  case  of  a 
partnership  made  up  of  two  or  more  separate 
families  or  households  each  such  family  or 
household  may  be  considered  at  its  option 
as  a  person  for  the  purposes  of  this  sub¬ 
section;  (3)  that  in  the  case  of  any  loan  to, 
or  purchase  from,  a  cooperative  marketing 
organization,  such  limitation  shall  not  apply 
to  the  amount  of  price  support  received  by 
the  cooperative  marketing  organization,  but 
the  amount  of  price  support  made  available 
to  any  person  through  such  cooperative  mar¬ 
keting  organization  shall  be  included  in 
determining  the  amount  of  price  support  re¬ 
ceived  by  such  person  for  purposes  of  such 
limitation;  and  (4)  that  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  shall  issue  regulations  prescrib¬ 
ing  such  rules  as  he  determines  necessary  to 
prevent  the  evasion  of  such  limitation.” 

Mr.  MOORHEAD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment  to  the  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Moorhead  to 
the  amendment  offered  by  Mr.  McGovern: 
After  “legal  entity,”  insert  “or  any  two  or 
more  legal  entities  the  beneficial  ownership 
of  which  is  substantially  the  same  or  is  in 
members  of  the  same  household.” 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Moorhead]  is 
recognized  in  support  of  his  amendment. 

(Mr.  MOORHEAD  asked  and  was  giv¬ 
en  permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks. ) 

Mr.  MOORHEAD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  support  of  my  amendment  to  the 
amendment  proposed  by  the  gentleman 
from  South  Dakota. 

Let  me  first  say  that  I  think  the 
amendment  proposed  by  the  gentleman  is 
a  good  one,  and  I  am  in  favor  of  it. 
However,  I  believe  that  the  language  of 
the  amendment  as  now  drafted  contains 
a  loophole  which  could  possibly  be  used 
to  destroy  the  intended  effect. 

Let  us  take  as  an  example  a  man  with 
a  wife  and  two  children  who  owns  and 
operates  a  wheat  farm  of  100,000  acres. 
The  purpose  of  Mr.  McGoverns’  amend¬ 


ment  is  to  limit  the  amount  of  price  sup¬ 
port  which  this  farmer  could  receive  from 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  in 
any  one  year  to  $35,000.  This  farmer  by 
a  series  of  divisions  of  his  acreage  could 
set  up  1,000  acres  as  a  partnership  with 
his  wife,  another  1,000  acres  in  corporate 
form  with  his  daughters  as  stockholders, 
and  various  other  forms  of  legal  entities, 
each  of  which  could  be  used  under  the 
present  language  to  entitle  him  to 
$35,000.  Thus  instead  of  a  limit  of 
$35,000,  he  might  actually  be  able  to  col¬ 
lect  hundreds  of  thousands  of  dollars. 

The  amendment  I  propose  would 
change  the  language  so  that  any  two  or 
more  legal  entities  having  the  same  bene¬ 
ficial  ownership  .or  owned  by  members  of 
the  same  household,  would  constitute 
only  one  “person”  for  purposes  of  deter¬ 
mining  the  limitation.  This  would  pre¬ 
vent  any  one  family  from  collecting  more 
than  the  intended  $35,000,  by  setting  up 
a  series  of  dummy  corporations  or  part¬ 
nerships. 

I  also  have  in  mind  a  similar  situation 
to  which  I  believe  my  amendment  would 
apply.  This  is  the  so-called  vertical 
combine;  that  is,  a  supermarketing 
organization  in  which  is  combined  the 
services  of  the  farmer,  the  middleman, 
and  the  distributor.  It  would  be  quite 
possible  for  such  a  huge  organization  to 
set  up  several  legal  entities,  but  the  bene¬ 
ficial  ownership  would  still  be  in  only  one 
corporation.  My  amendment  is  in¬ 
tended  to  prevent  such  an  organization 
from  receiving  more  than  the  $35,000 
intended  under  the  amendment  of  the 
gentleman  from  South  Dakota. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  are  no  farmers 
in  my  district.  It  is  located  in  the  cen¬ 
ter  of  the  great  industrial  city  of  Pitts¬ 
burgh. 

People  there  are  watching  farm  bills 
these  days  more  intently  than  ever  be¬ 
fore  and  well  they  should  be. 

The  factory  workers,  professional  peo¬ 
ple,  and  housewives  are  bearing  the  cost 
of  this  program  as  consumers  and  tax¬ 
payers. 

However,  these  city  dwellers  also  re¬ 
alize  that  they  benefit  from  this  legis¬ 
lation  because  the  strength  of  the  econ¬ 
omies  of  the  cities  of  America  depends, 
in  large  measure,  upon  the  strength  of 
the  economy  or  rural  America. 

There  is  an  interdependence  of  rural 
and  urban  America. 

I  hope  that  the  representatives  of 
rural  America  realize  that  the  cities 
of  America  are  their  best  customers,  and 
that  a  healthy  rural  economy  depends 
upon  healthy  urban  economies.  I  think 
they  do.  Most  of  them  supported  the 
housing  bill  because  they  realized  that 
the  cities  of  America  had  a  desperate 
need  for  Federal  assistance. 

Insofar  as  the  small  or  family  farm  is 
concerned,  we  of  the  cities  recognize 
that  there  is  also  a  need  for  Federal 
assistance.  We  recognize  that  the  small 
farmer  is  beset  by  problems  completely 
beyond  his  control  and  beyond  his  finan¬ 
cial  ability  to  guard  against. 

If  the  small  farmer  has  bad  weather, 
drought,  flood,  or  plague  of  insects,  he 
loses  his  crop  and  possibly  his  home 
and  source  of  livelihood.  If  he  has  good 
weather,  so  do  his  neighbors  and  he 


loses  money  because  the  increased 
supply  of  his  crop  drives  prices  down. 

The  small  farmer  has  a  real  need  for 
Federal  assistance. 

Big  corporate  farms  can  weather  bad 
years.  They  need  subsidies  about  as 
much  as  General  Motors  needs  help 
from  the  Small  Business  Administration. 

The  large  farm  combines  do  not — or 
should  not — have  the  same  need  as  the 
small  farmer. 

There  is  the  specter  of  a  growing  re¬ 
volt  among  city  dwellers  against  con¬ 
tinuation  of  a  farm  program  which  is 
not  based  upon  need. 

The  Democratic  Party  has  always  rec¬ 
ognized  the  problem  of  need  wherever  it 
may  occur  in  any  segment  of  our  people. 

However,  the  people  of  the  cities  be¬ 
lieve  that  the  farm  program  is  too  ex¬ 
pensive. 

They  object  primarily  to  the  payment 
of  tremendous  subsidies  to  the  large  or 
corporate  farm  where  there  is  no  need. 

Then  why  not  direct  the  program 
away  from  the  huge  farm  combines  who 
do  not  need  it  and  limit  it  to  the  farms 
where  there  is  need? 

Such  a  step  would  immediately  save 
all  taxpayers  millions  of  dollars. 

I  understand  that  an  amendment  will 
be  offered  to  accomplish  this  purpose. 
The  amendment  will  place  a  top  limit  of 
$35,000  on  the  amount  of  price  support 
to  any  one  person  on  any  year’s  produc¬ 
tion  of  wheat.  I  am  wholeheartedly  in 
support  of  this  amendment. 

However,  because  the  amendment  may 
contain  a  loophole  whereby  the  large 
farm  combines  could  avoid  the  effect  of 
the  amendment,  I  propose  to  offer  an 
amendment  which,  I  believe,  would  close 
this  loophole. 

The  $35,000  limit  will  be  a  step  toward 
placing  our  wheat  program  on  a  sound, 
realistic,  and  more  economic  basis. 

I  hope  that  city  and  farm  will  join  to¬ 
gether  to  adopt  this  amendment. 

I  hope  city  and  farm  will  joint  in 
adopting  this  amendment  as  they  soon 
must  join  in  finding  an  even  more  fun¬ 
damental  solution  to  the  frustrating 
problem  characterized  by  the  constantly 
increasing  abundance  of  American 
wheat  and  other  agricultural  products 
which  somehow  we  have  been  unable  to 
make  available  to  the  world’s  starving 
millions  who  need  them. 

Today’s  bill  embodies  a  program  of  2 
years — 2  years  in  which  we  should  be 
striving  for  better  ways  to  use  this  abun¬ 
dance  to  strengthen  America’s  position  in 
world  trade  and  forge  stronger  ties  with 
freedom-loving  people  throughout  the 
world. 

Wheat,  which  now  costs  Americans 
money  in  taxes,  can  and  should  be  pro¬ 
ducing  more  money  instead  as  a  valuable 
export. 

Wheat,  the  center  of  a  vexing  problem 
of  plenty,  should,  instead,  be  helping 
build  roads  in  the  underdeveloped  areas 
of  the  world. 

The  avenue  toward  the  first  goal  is 
through  commerce. 

Our  Departments  of  State,  Agriculture, 
and  Commerce  should,  during  the  next 
2  years,  exert  redoubled  efforts  to  re¬ 
verse  the  trend  of  declining  sales  of 
American  wheat  on  the  world  market. 
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Our  salesmen  should  be  busy  in  po¬ 
tential  markets  throughout  the  world. 

Russia,  for  example,  has  increased  her 
wheat  exports  500  percent  in  the  past 
2  years. 

Why  can  we  not? 

In  mentioning  wheat  as  a  valuable 
part  of  our  foreign  aid  program,  I  men¬ 
tioned  that  it  can  build  roads  in  our 
underdeveloped  areas  of  the  world. 

It  can,  and  at  the  same  time,  save  us 
valuable  dollars. 

In  many  of  the  world’s  underdeveloped 
areas  basic  public  improvements  such 
as  roads  are  needed  as  a  first  step 
toward  raising  the  general  level  of 
economy. 

In  India,  for  example,  hundreds  of 
small  villages  have  not  even  a  single 
road  connecting  them  with  larger  cen¬ 
ters. 

The  men  who  should  be  providing 
labor  on  them  are,  instead,  desperately 
engaged  in  a  struggle  to  eke  out  enough 
food  for  their  survival. 

It  has  been  proposed  that,  as  an  eco¬ 
nomic  type  of  American  foreign  aid, 
these  native  farmers  be  put  to  work  and 
paid  for  their  labor  in  wheat  and  other 
American  foodstuffs. 

In  essence,  we  would  be  substituting 
food  for  dollars  in  foreign  aid  programs 
and,  judging  from  the  mounting  surplus 
in  many  of  our  commodities,  we  have 
more  food  than  dollars. 

There  is  a  visionary  element,  I  admit, 
in  both  the  foreign  aid  and  commercial 
approaches  I  have  suggested  to  our  sur¬ 
plus  wheat  problem.  But  vision  and  im¬ 
agination  are  required  if  we  are  to  solve 
it. 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MOORHEAD.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  I  have  no  objection 
whatsoever  to  the  language  the  gentle¬ 
man  would  like  to  add  to  my  amendment. 
I  think  it  may  clear  up  some  area  of 
doubt  and  I  hope  that  it  will  be  ac¬ 
cepted. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  amendment  is  in¬ 
significant,  and  it  would  not  accomplish 
what  the  author  of  the  amendment 
seems  to  think  it  would  accomplish. 

In  recent  weeks  the  farm  program  has 
been  held  up  to  ridicule  and  Members 
of  Congress  have  been  held  up  to  ridi¬ 
cule  by  a  bunch  of  journalistic,  gutter¬ 
snipe  type  of  people  who  are  trying  des¬ 
perately  to  bring  this  farm  program  into 
disrepute  and  ultimately  to  destroy  it. 

Why  should  we  be  frightened  and  in¬ 
timidated  by  flaming  headlines  speaking 
of  big  operators  as  if  they  were  some 
sort  of  villains,  some  sort  of  criminals 
imposing  on  the  little  taxpayer?  I  have 
talked  to  the  largest  wheatgrowers  in 
this  country.  They  are  for  this  bill  as 
we  have  presented  it.  Every  wheat  dis¬ 
trict  represented  in  this  Congress  is  for 
this  bill  as  the  committee  bringsTt  out 
to  the  House. 

Why  should  we  deny  a  loan  to  a  man 
just  because  he  is  a  big  operator?  We 
cannot  have  a  control  program  control¬ 
ling  the  operations  of  one  group  of  pro¬ 
ducers  alone;  we  control  the  operations 
of  all  producers.  Why  should  we  dis¬ 
criminate  against  any  of  those  who 


accept  the  hardship,  the  pains  apd  pen¬ 
alties  of  the  law  and  who  stay  within 
their  acreage  allotment?  Why  should 
we  deny  them  a  loan? 

One  man  with  whom  I  talked  was  a 
very  large  grower.  The  Government  has 
not  sustained  any  less  on  his  loans.  He 
has  borrowed  millions  from  the  Govern¬ 
ment  and  paid  back  millions  to  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  with  interest.  The  only  time 
he  did  leave  his  commodity  in  the  loan 
came  when  the  Government  lowered  the 
price  support  on  wheat  and  he  was  un¬ 
able  to  sell  it  without  a  loss. 

I  hope  this  amendment  will  be  re¬ 
jected. 

Mr.  AVERY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendments. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  find  myself  in  a 
rather  unique  position  this  afternoon 
in  rising  to  oppose  this  amendment. 
This  tremendous  effort  to  impose  a  limi¬ 
tation  on  the  lending  authority  of  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  seems  to 
emanate  from  the  time  I  offered  an 
amendment  to  the  agricultural  appro¬ 
priation  bill  for  the  fiscal  year  1960. 
After  it  was  rather  overwhelmingly  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  House,  the  other  body 
hastened  in  to  put  an  amendment  simi¬ 
lar  to  this  one  we  have  before  the  com¬ 
mittee  this  afternoon  on  the  wheat  bill 
passed  by  that  body.  Then  yesterday 
there  was  a  similar  amendment  attached 
to  the  tobacco  bill  that  was  before  the 
House.  Now  we  are  getting  into  a  whole 
maze  of  rather  complex  situations  in 
which  there  is  no  pattern  nor  con¬ 
sistency. 

The  reason  I  am  opposing  this 
amendment  is  not  because  I  have  any 
objection  to  the  principle.  I  do  not 
agree  with  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina  there  is  no  justification  for 
imposing  a  limitation.  My  objection 
to  this  amendment  is  based  on  the  fact 
we  have  a  limitation  on  the  agricultural 
appropriation  bill  passed  by  the  House. 
The  Senate  has  accepted  that  limita¬ 
tion  on  the  agricultural  appropriation 
bill.  They  have  amended  the  language, 
but  the  $50,000  limitation  remains. 
We  come  in  here  this  afternoon  seek¬ 
ing  to  impose  a  $35,000  limitation  on 
wheat  and  we  are  not  going  to  be  able 
to  reach  the  other  four  basic  commodi¬ 
ties  to  put  the  same  $35,000  limitation 
on  them. 

It  would  seem  to  me,  unless  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 
wants  to  rise  and  tell  us  he  will  bring 
in  legislation  to  the  floor  to  authorize 
or  impose  a  limitation  on  all  the  basic 
commodities,  that  we  better  let  this  one 
go  by  and  let  the  $50,000  limitation  pre¬ 
vail  that  is  in  the  agricultural  appropria¬ 
tion  bill  and  was  attached  to  the  tobacco 
bill  considered  by  the  Committee  and  the 
House  on  yesterday. 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  Mr,  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  AVERY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  South  Dakota. 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  May  I  ask  the 
gentleman  from  Kansas  if  he  rose  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment  yesterday 
to  the  tobacco  bill,  very  similar  to  this 
amendment? 

Mr.  AVERY.  It  is  my  understanding 
that  was  a  $50,000  amendment. 


Mr.  McGOVERN.  I  think  it  was  the 
same  as  the  amendment  that  is  being 
offered. 

Mr.  AVERY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Illinois  to  make 
a  contribution. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ap¬ 
preciate  the  gentleman  yielding.  The 
reason  we  offered  the  amendment  in 
the  language  we  did  was  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  getting  some  sort  of  uniformity. 
I  must  say  I  subscribe  somewhat  to  the 
remarks  made  by  the  gentleman  from 
Kansas,  in  that  if  we  continue  to  set 
different  figures  and  varying  language 
for  every  set  of  commodities,  we  are  get¬ 
ting  into  a  very  untenable  position.  I 
would  be  willing  to  withdraw  from  the 
position  I  took  yesterday,  if  we  could 
get  some  assurance  from  the  distin¬ 
guished  chairman  that  the  legislative 
committee  will  take  this  matter  in  hand 
and  come  up  with  something  that  is 
uniform  for  everybody,  something  that 
we  can  all  understand,  without  this  hap¬ 
hazard  method  of  legislating. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  The  gentleman’s 
amendment  was  for  $50,000? 

Mr.  AVERY.  Yes. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  To  the  tobacco  bill? 

Mr.  AVERY.  Yes. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  did  not  oppose  it  be¬ 
cause  actually  I  was  advised  that  the 
amendment  would  have  affected  in  the 
entire  life  of  the  tobacco  program  only 
four  loans.  We  are  about  to  do  the  ab¬ 
surd  thing  of  pretending  to  the  coun¬ 
try  we  are  doing  something  of  great  im¬ 
portance  when  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  gentleman  would  only  be  applica¬ 
ble  to  loans  totaling  $16  million  against 
total  loans  in  the  wheat  program  of  over 
$1  billion  in  the  last  year.  It  is  not  too 
important,  but  I  assure  the  gentleman 
that  just  as  soon  as  circumstances  will 
permit  our  committee  will  go  into  this 
very  thing  and  try  to  bring  about  some 
uniformity. 

I  want  to  say  to  the  House  that  we 
expect  to  start  on  some  long  range  farm 
programs  when  time  will  permit.  But 
we  are  doing  something  vain  and  foolish 
by  adopting  this  loan  limitation  amend¬ 
ment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Kansas  has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent  (at  the  re¬ 
quest  of  Mr.  Avery)  he  was  allowed  to 
proceed  for  1  additional  minute.) 

Mr.  AVERY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  find 
myself  in  agreement  on  this  particular 
issue  with  the  chairman  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture.  I  do  not  see  how 
we  can  justify  a  $35,000  limitation  on 
wheat  and  a  $50,000  limitation  on  all  the 
other  commodities.  I  do  not  quite  un¬ 
derstand  here  today  how  we  could  have 
any  assurances  of  seeking  or  imposing  a 
limitation  on  the  four  commodities  that 
very  possibly  will  not  be  before  the  Con¬ 
gress  this  year.  So  let  us  not  adopt  this 
amendment,  let  the  $50,000  limitation  in 
the  appropriation  bill  apply  for  1860; 
then  we  can  take  this  matter  up  with 
the  legislative  committee  where  it  right¬ 
fully  belongs  for  the  crop  year  1961. 

[Mr.  GROSS  addressed  the  Committee. 
His  remarks  will  appear  hereafter  in  the 
Appendix.  1 
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The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  to  the  amendment. 

The  amendment  to  the  amendment 
was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Baldwin  to  the 
amendment:  Strike  out  the  sum  “$35,000” 
and  replace  the  sum  with  the  sum  “$50,000.” 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
amendment  is  simply  to  bring  the  wheat 
limitation  in  line  with  the  limitation 
adopted  yesterday  for  tobacco  and  the 
amendment  adopted  in  the  appropria¬ 
tion  bill  a  couple  of  weeks  ago  for  other 
price  supported  commodities.  I  hope 
the  House  will  accept  it. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  California  [Mr.  Baldwin!  to 
the  amendment  as  amended. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a 
division  (demanded  by  Mr.  Baldwin) 
there  were — ayes  33,  noes  76. 

So  the  amendment  to  the  amendment 
as  amended  was  rejected. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  as  amended. 

The  amendment  as  amended  #  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  LATTA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Latta:  On 
page  10,  line  10,  strike  out  all  after  the  word 
"quota”;  and  strike  out  lines  11  through 
the  word  “vote”,  on  line  20,  and  insert  in 
lieu  thereof  the  following:  “Farmers  eligible 
to  vote  in  such  referendum  shall  be  those 
farmers  on  farms  to  which  a  wheat  acreage 
allotment  was  established  in  the  calendar 
year  immediately  preceding  the  calendar 
year  in  which  the  referendum  is  held.” 

Mr.  LATTA.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  have 
heard  much  discussion  here  this  after¬ 
noon  about  giving  the  small  farmer  the 
right  to  vote  in  a  wheat  referendum. 
I  propose  by  this  amendment  to  give  all 
farmers  the  right  to  vote  who  had  an 
acreage  allotment  the  preceding  year. 
It  would  not  give  the  right  to  vote  to 
farmers  who  did  not  have  any  acreage 
allotment. 

I  am  particularly  concerned  with  the 
large  number  of  farmers  who  have  be¬ 
tween  one-tenth  of  an  acre  and  15  acres 
in  the  United  States,  in  wheat,  who  are 
not  permitted  to  vote  in  a  wheat  refer¬ 
endum  even  though  they  are  affected 
indirectly  by  such  a  program. 

For  example,  in  the  State  of  Ohio  we 
have  45,026  fanners  who  have  acreage 
allotments  of  from  one-tenth  of  an  acre 
to  5.9  acres  who  are  now  denied  the 
right  to  vote  in  a  wheat  referendum, 
and  44,201  farmers  who  have  an  acreage 
allotment  of  between  6  acres  and  10.9 
acres;  and  we  have  21,980  farmers  who 
are  not  permitted  to  vote  who  have  be¬ 
tween  11  and  15  acres  of  land  in  wheat. 

For  example,  in  the  48  States,  those 
who  have  between  one-tenth  of  an  acre 
and  5.9  acres  number  488,619  who  are  not 
permitted  to  vote.  In  the  category  of  6 
acres  to  10.9  acres  we  have  263,985  who 
are  not  entitled  to  participate  in  this 
program. 

Mr.  SHORT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 


Mr.  LATTA.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SHORT.  I  am  in  accord  with  the 
objective  the  gentleman  is  trying  to 
achieve  through  his  amendment.  But  I 
think  I  should  point  out  to  him  that  the 
statistics  he  was  quoting  a  few  moments 
ago  also  include  355,950  farmers  who 
have  an  acreage  allotment  of  zero  up  to 
one-tenth  of  an  acre  and  under  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  law,  if  amended  as  he  sug¬ 
gests,  would  also  be  able  to  vote. 

Mr.  LATTA.  The  gentleman  is  abso¬ 
lutely  incorrect.  I  did  not  read  those 
figures  to  which  he  referred.  To  be  exact 
and  to  be  correct  the  number  in  Ohio 
with  an  allotment  of  zero  happens  to  be 
19,598.  The  total  number  in  the  United 
States  is  355,956.  And,  as  I  pointed  out 
to  the  Committee  at  the  beginning  of  my 
remarks,  this  amendment  would  not  in¬ 
clude  those  individuals  because  they  do 
not  now  have  an  allotment. 

Mr.  LEVERING.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LATTA.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LEVERING.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  favor  of  the  amendment  and  I  hope  it 
will  be  adopted. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LATTA.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Do  I  understand  that 
under  the  gentleman’s  amendment  he  is 
giving  everybody  with  a  wheat  allotment 
regardless  of  size  the  privilege  to  vote? 

Mr.  LATTA.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  That  means  that  a 
farmer  who  has  an  allotment  under  15 
acres  will  have  the  privilege  of  voting  in  a 
program  under  which  he  does  not  come; 
in  other  words,  he  can  vote  in  a  pro¬ 
gram  under  which  he  does  not  suffer  any 
of  the  penalties  of  marketing  quotas.  Is 
that  correct? 

Mr.  LATTA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
like  to  say  to  the  gentleman  notwith¬ 
standing  the  correctness  of  his  state¬ 
ment,  those  individual  farmers  to  which 
this  amendment  will  have  reference  are 
indirectly  affected  by  this  program. 
They  are  restricted  by  the  very  law  to 
15  acres  or  under  in  their  production.  So 
they  are  indirectly  affected  by  the  pro¬ 
gram  and  I,  therefore,  maintain  they 
should  be  permitted  to  have  the  right  to 
vote. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
a  substitute  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Albert  as  a 
substitute  for  the  amendment  offered  by  Mr. 
Latta  of  Ohio:  On  page  10,  beginning  after 
the  period  on  line  10,  strike  out  through  the 
period  on  line  20  and  insert:  “Farmers  eli¬ 
gible  to  vote  in  such  referendum  shall  be 
producers  on  farms  with  respect  to  which  a 
wheat  allotment  has  been  established  pur¬ 
suant  to  the  provisions  of  this  act  for  the 
crop  of  wheat  normally  harvested  in  the 
calendar  year  in  which  the  referendum  is 
held  and  who  have  complied  with  such 
acreage  allotment.” 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
amendment  seeks  to  do  two  things;  first, 
to  take  care  of  an  omission  that  resulted 
when  the  bill  was  redrawn,  and  to  make 
sure  that  everyone  subject  to  marketing 
quotas  is  permitted  to  vote. 

Secondly — and  I  would  like  to  address 
this  remark  to  the  gentleman  from 


Oklahoma  [Mr.  Belcher],  who  raised 
the  question  with  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio  LMr.  Latta!  .  This  amendment  en¬ 
franchises  everyone  who  is  subject  to 
marketing  penalties,  and  that  is  all  that 
any  marketing  penalty  law  for  any  crop 
does,  so  far  as  I  have  been  able  to  find 
out.  It  goes  further  and  says  to  those 
who  are  within  the  exemption  if  they 
have  an  acreage  allotment  and  planted 
the  allotment  and  no  more,  they  will  be 
eligible  to  vote. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Does  that  put  any 
restriction  on  them  as  to  whether  or  not 
they  can  vote  with  the  15  acres?  Do  I 
understand  if  they  had  a  3-acre  allot¬ 
ment  this  year,  they  could  vote  in  the 
program  to  put  marketing  quotas  on 
everyone  else  and  then  they  could  go 
ahead  and  plant  12  acres  of  wheat? 

Mr.  ALBERT.  No;  this  will  only  au¬ 
thorize  certain  ones  to  vote.  This  will 
authorize  that  individual  to  vote  who  has 
an  allotment  of  less  than  12  acres  but 
who  lives  within  his  allotment.  He  has 
a  choice  between  taking  the  exemption 
and  living  within  the  program  with 
everybody  else  and  voting  like  everybody 
else. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  In  other  words,  if  he 
votes  he  must  live  within  the  program. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  That  is  right.  That  is 
all  there  is  to  it. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ALBERT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  And  if  he  does  not 
live  within  his  allotment,  then  he  has 
no  right  to  vote? 

Mr.  ALBERT.  That  is  right  because 
he  is  not  subject  to  the  law  up  to  the 
point  of  his  exemption. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  In  other  words,  in 
the  committee  bill,  as  I  understand  it, 
there  is  a  12  acre  exemption. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  If  a  man  did  not 
have  a  12  acre  allotment  and  did  plant 
12  acres  of  wheat,  he  would  have  no 
right  to  vote. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  That  is  right.  But,  he 
has  the  right  under  the  exemption  to  live 
within  his  allotment  and  vote  or  plant 
more  and  not  vote. 

Mr.  SHORT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ALBERT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SHORT.  I  hope  and  I  am  sure 
the  distinguished  chairman  of  our  wheat 
subcommittee  understands  the  amend¬ 
ment  he  has  introduced  here,  but  I  am 
wondering  if  the  language  is  quite  clear. 
The  law  provides  that  you  shall  not  be 
eligible  to  vote  if  you  are  not  subject  to 
quotas.  The  law  we  are  considering 
limits  this  to  those  who  plant  12  acres 
of  land.  I  think  there  is  possibly  the 
need  for  clarification  of  the  language 
in  the  exemption. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  amendment 
be  again  reported  by  the  Clerk. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Without  objection, 
it  is  so  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  again  reported  the  substi¬ 
tute  amendment. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  This  adds,  I  will  say 
to  the  gentleman,  or  I  will  say  it  is  in¬ 
tended  to  add  to  those  eligible  under 
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the  law  ahother  group,  to  wit,  those  who 
live  within  their  allotment  but  are  not 
subject  to  marketing  penalties. 

Mr.  SHORT.  The  only  question  that 
came  to  my  mind,  I  will  say,  is  as  to 
whether  or  not  there  is  a  conflict  be¬ 
tween  the  provisions  of  the  law  which 
says  that  those  who  are  not  subject  to 
quotas  shall  not  be  eligible  to  vote  and 
the  provisions  of  this  amendment.  That 
is  the  only  question  I  have  and,  perhaps, 
it  is  getting  pretty  technical. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  I  think  so  far  as  this 
class  is  concerned,  it  certainly  would 
modify  existing  law.  That  is  the  inten¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  LATTA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  substitute  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  order  that  we  all 
know  the  facts  as  to  the  substitute 
amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Oklahoma,  I  would  like  to  point 
out  that  we  are  not  getting  much  under 
the  gentleman’s  proposed  amendment. 
For  example,  if  we  were  to  pass  this  bill, 
H.R.  7246,  and  reduce  the  15  acre- 
farmer  to  12  •  acres,  a  person  having 
only  a  2  acre  allotment  would  have  to 
choose  between  growing  12  acres  of 
wheat  and  not  voting  or  growing  2  acres 
of  wheat  and  voting — a  difference  of  10 
acres.  In  our  State  of  Ohio,  the  farmer 
will  net  $50  an  acre  for  growing  wheat. 
When  you  multiply  $50  by  10  it  means 
that  he  is  paying  $500  to  vote  in  a  wheat 
referendum,  and  I  say  the  price  is  too 
high,  and  I  think  the  amendment  should 
be  defeated. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LATTA.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  Can  the  gen¬ 
tleman  tell  us  what  percentage  of  large 
and  small  wheat  producers  vote  in  these 
farm  referendums? 

Mr.  LATTA.  In  answer  to  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  question  I  may  say  that  in  1958 
there  were  800,000  eligible  voters;  235,- 
039  voted;  and  if  you  want  to  know  the 
percentage  who  voted  “for"  I  can  give  it 
to  you. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  I  would  like 
to  have  the  figure. 

Mr.  LATTA.  86.2  percent  voted  for; 
13.8  against. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  A  minimum 
of  the  people  eligible  to  vote  voted.  For 
the  entire  United  States  it  was  20  per¬ 
cent. 

Mr.  LATTA.  Very  nearly ;  I  would  say 
it  would  be  a  little  over  20  percent. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  For  the 
whole  United  States  20  percent. 

Mr.  LATTA.  Yes. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  So  is  it  not 
a  case  of  making  a  mountain  out  of  a 
molehill,  this  matter  of  the  vote? 

Mr.  LATTA.  It  may  be  making  a 
mountain  out  of  a  molehill,  but  the  peo¬ 
ple  should  have  the  right  to  vote. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LATTA.  I  shall  be  pleased  to 
yield  to  my  distinguished  chairman. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  ,The  gentleman  recog¬ 
nizes  now  that  my  amendment  will  take 
care  of  every  grower  who  desires  to  be  a 
part  of  the  program,  and  that  it  will  not 
in  any  way  take  away  the  exemption  of 


those  who  do  not  care  to  be  in  the  wheat 
program.  Is  that  true? 

Mr.  LATTA.  I  agree  with  the  gen¬ 
tleman’s  statement,  but  I  do  not  think 
we  should  mislead  anybody  into  believ¬ 
ing  that  they  are  getting  much  by  vir¬ 
tue  of  the  amendment  to  the  amend¬ 
ment,  as  the  individual  himself  must 
choose  between  his  allotment  and  the  12 
acres.  He  can  still  plant  his  12  acres, 
but  he  cannot  if  he  takes  his  allotment. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LATTA.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  What 
percentage  of  those  who  grow  wheat 
throughout  the  country  cannot  vote? 

Mr.  LATTA.  I  do  not  have  those 
figures.  It  is  a  very  small  percentage. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  It  is  far 
more  than  half,  is  it  not?  You  do  not 
claim  that  50  percent  of  the  wheat 
growers  of  the  country  vote. 

Mr.  LATTA.  No. 

Mr.  BENTLEY.  Mr,  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LATTA.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Michigan. 

Mr.  BENTLEY.  I  would  like  to  ask 
the  gentleman  if  the  Albert  substitute 
provides  that  if  after  the  referendum 
everybody  who  participated  in  the  refer¬ 
endum  would  be  subject  to  marketing 
quotas? 

Mr.  ALBERT.  No,  that  is  not  correct. 

Mr.  BENTLEY.  Only  those  in  excess 
of  12  acres. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio  has  expired. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  take  this  time 
simply  to  say  that  this  thing  has  cleared 
up  pretty  well.  The  question  is  simply 
whether  you  want  to  let  people  vote  in  a 
referendum  which  will  not  affect  them. 
In  other  words,  should  the  citizens  of 
Texas  vote  to  select  the  Mayor  of  New 
York?  That  is  just  about  how  this 
works,  because  if  you  adopt  the  Latta 
amendment  you  allow  a  substantial 
group  of  people  who  are  not  affected  by 
any  controls  to  vote  controls  on  others. 

If,  on  the  other  hand,  you  adopt  the 
Albert  substitute  you  let  every  wheat 
grower  in  the  United  States  who  is  sub¬ 
ject  to  marketing  quotas  and  who  abides 
by  them  to  vote  in  determining  whether 
or  not  we  have  these  marketing  quotas. 

If  a  wheat  grower  does  not  want  to 
abide  by  his  quotas  he  can  grow  12  acres 
under  the  Albert  bill.  He  can  grow  12 
acres  without  any  compliance  on  his 
part  whatever.  On  the  other  hand  the 
Latta  amendment  would  let  him  vote 
to  impose  a  limitation  upon  his  neighbor. 

Mr.  BENTLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BENTLEY.  The  gentleman  said 
that  the  Albert  substitute  would  let 
everybody  now  subject  to  marketing 
quotas  vote. 

Mr.  POAGE.  No,  that  is  not  what  I 
said.  I  said  everybody  who  is  subject 
to  marketing  quotas  and  abides  by  them. 

Mr.  BENTLEY.  What  about  people 
who  are  not  subject  to  marketing  quotas; 
can  they  grow  12  acres? 


Mr.  POAGE.  Anyone  can  grow  up  to 
12  acres  and  if  they  abide  by  their  mar¬ 
keting  quotas  they  can  vote  under  the 
Albert  amendment.  It  does  not  take  a 
quota  to  grow  12  acres,  but  it  takes  a 
quota  and  compliance  with  that  quota  to 
vote. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  POAGE.  Certainly. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  This  substitute  amend¬ 
ment  will  do  two  things:  First,  all  those 
who  are  subject  to  marketing  penalties 
will  be  eligible  to  vote.  Second,  all 
those  not  subject  to  marketing  penalties 
who  have  allotments  and  abide  by  the 
allotments  will  also  vote. 

Mr.  BENTLEY.  Abide  by  the  allot¬ 
ments  and  the  marketing  quotas. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  The  gentleman  is  cor¬ 
rect. 

Mr.  POAGE.  The  marketing  quota  is 
based  on  the  allotment. 

Mr.  QUIE.  Mrf  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  the  gentleman 
from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Albert],  if  he  will 
yield  for  a  question. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  QUIE.  Whqt  year  would  the  gen¬ 
tleman  take  into  consideration,  under  his 
amendment  to  the  amendment,  in  the 
first  referendum,  which  is  coming  up  this 
year?  Would  that  mean  that  if  in  1959 
he  stays  within  his  allotment  that  then 
he  would  be  able  to  vote  in  1959  on  1960 
quotas? 

Mr.  ALBERT.  The  gentleman  is  right. 

Mr.  QUIE.  Like  on  my  part  if  I  had  a 
7-acre  allotment,  and  if  I  stayed  below 
that  I  would  be  able  to  vote  in  1959? 

Mr.  ALBERT.  After  consulting  coun¬ 
sel,  I  am  advised  it  is  based  upon  his 
performance  this  year.  That  is  correct, 

Mr.  QUIE.  This  year? 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Yes. 

Mr.  QUIE.  So  if  I  have  an  allotment 
of  this  year  of  7  acres  and  I  raise  less 
than  7  acres  of  wheat,  I  would  be  able 
to  vote  this  year  in  the  forthcoming 
referendum? 

Mr.  ALBERT.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  QUIE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  If  you  stay  within 
the  allotment  this  year,  you  can  vote  on 
next  year’s  allotment,  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  ALBERT.  You  can  vote  in  the 
referendum  to  be  held  in  July  of  next 
year. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  You  would  be  under 
no  obligation  to  stay  within  that  allot¬ 
ment  when  you  planted  your  wheat  this 
fall? 

Mr.  ALBERT.  No.  It  depends  on 
your  performance.  There  would  be  no 
other  way  of  doing  it. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  A  man  is  obligated 
to  live  up  to  the  way  he  votes? 

Mr.  ALBERT.  He  has  earned  his 
eligibility  by  his  performance,  I  may  say 
to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  He  can  then  grow  12 
acres  of  wheat  without  penalty. 

Mr.  QUIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  situa¬ 
tion,  before  the  offering  of  the  Belcher 
amendment,  is  such  that  I  think  this  is 
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a  good  amendment  to  the  amendment 
and  I  plan  to  support  the  amendment  to 
ihe  amendment. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  move  to  strike  out  the  re¬ 
quisite  number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  grow  wheat  but  do 
not  participate  in  any  way  in  the  pro¬ 
gram,  may  I  vote? 

Mr.  ALBERT.  The  gentleman  is  eli¬ 
gible  to  vote  under  two  circumstances. 
One,  if  he  is  subject  to  marketing  penal¬ 
ties;  and  that  means  anyone  who  plants 
more  than  12  acres  or  has  an  allotment 
of  over  12  acres;  or,  two,  if  he  has  an  al¬ 
lotment,  small  or  large,  and  he  lives 
within  that  allotment,  he  automatically 
is  eligible  to  vote. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  That  is 
not  my  question.  What  I  asked  is  this: 

I  grow  wheat,  maybe  1  acre,  maybe  a 
hundred  acres,  but  do  not  participate  in 
the  program.  May  I  vote? 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Yes,  because  you  would 
get  an  allotment  if  you  are  a  wheat 
grower. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Whether 
I  want  it  or  not? 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Yes. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  And  I 
do  not  vote? 

Mr.  ALBERT.  No. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  And 
cannot? 

Mr.  ALBERT.  You  cannot  vote. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  What 
percentage  of  the  farmers  in  the  United 
States  who  grow  wheat  cannot  vote? 

Mr.  ALBERT.  A  considerable  num¬ 
ber. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  How 
many?  What  percentage? 

Mr.  ALBERT.  I  do  not  have  that  per¬ 
centage.  I  am  sorry. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Those 
who  participate  and  get  something  out 
of  it  will  vote  for  it,  and  nobody  else? 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Those  who  desire  to 
participate  in  the  program. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Those 
who  participate  and  get  something  can 
vote.  Nobody  else  can  vote. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield,  they  all  can  vote  for  their  Con¬ 
gressman. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  But 
they  have  to  be  a  party  to  it? 

Mr.  ALBERT.  What  was  the  ques¬ 
tion? 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  The 
question  is,  If  I  do  not  participate - 

Mr.  ALBERT.  You  cannot  vote. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Even 
though  I  grow  wheat,  I  cannot  vote? 

Mr.  ALBERT.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  So  that 
everybody  who  votes  for  it  is  eligible 
to  get  something  out  of  it? 

Mr.  ALBERT.  No.  The  gentleman 
is  correct  in  this:  Everyone  subject  to 
marketing  penalties  or  who  complies 
with  an  allotment  is  permitted  to  vote. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  If  you 
do  not  get  anything  out  of  it  you  cannot 
vote? 

Mr.  ALBERT.  I  cannot  answer  that. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  substitute  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Oklahoma  to  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Ohio. 


The  amendment  to  the  amendment 
was  agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment,  as  amended  by  the  sub¬ 
stitute. 

The  amendment  as  amended  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Belcher  :  Strike 
out  all  after  the  enacting  clause  and  insert 
“That  title  I  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949, 
as  amended,  is  amended  by  adding  the  fol¬ 
lowing  new  section: 

“  ‘Sec.  106.  Notwithstanding  the  provisions 
of  section  101  of  this  Act,  if  marketing 
quotas  are  disapproved  for  the  1960  crop  of 
wheat,  the  level  of  price  support  to  co- 
operators  and  noncooperators  for  the  1960 
crop  and  each  subsequent  crop  of  wheat 
shall  be  60  per  centum  of  the  parity  price 
of  wheat:  Provided ,  That  if  price  support  at 
50  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  is  in  effect 
under  this  section,  the  current  price  sup¬ 
port  for  wheat,  for  the  purposes  of  section 
407  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as 
amended,  shall  be  determined  on  the  basis 
of  a  price  support  level  for  wheat  of  75  per 
centum  of  the  'parity  price  therefor.’ 

“Sec.  2.  (a)  Item  (1)  of  Public  Law  74, 
Seventy-seventh  Congress,  as  amended,  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“‘(1)  If  a  national  marketing  quota  for 
wheat  is  in  effect  for  any  marketing  year, 
farm  marketing  quotas  shall  be  in  effect  for 
the  crop  of  wheat  which  is  normally  har¬ 
vested  in  the  calendar  year  in  which  such 
marketing  year  begins.  The  farm  marketing 
quota  for  any  crop  of  wheat  shall  be  the 
actual  production  of  the  acreage  planted  to 
such  crop  of  wheat  on  the  farm  less  the  farm 
marketing  excess.  The  farm  marketing  ex¬ 
cess  shall  be  an  amount  equal  to  double  the 
normal  yield  of  wheat  per  acre  established 
for  the  farm  multiplied  by  the  number  of 
acres  planted  to  such  crop  of  wheat  on  the 
farm  in  excess  of  the  farm  acreage  allotment 
for  such  crop  unless  the  producer,  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary  and  within  the  time  prescribed 
therein,  establishes  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
Secretary  the  actual  production  of  such  crop 
of  wheat  on  the  farm.  If  such  actual  pro¬ 
duction  is  so  established  the  farm  marketing 
excess  shall  be  such  actual  production  less 
the  actual  production  of  the  farm  wheat 
acreage  allotment:  Provided,  however.  That 
the  farm  marketing  excess  shall  be  adjusted 
to  zero  if  the  total  actual  production  on  the 
farm  does  not  exceed  the  normal  production 
of  the  farm  wheat  acreage  allotment.  Ac¬ 
tual  production  of  the  farm  wheat  acreage 
allotment  shall  mean  the  actual  average  yield 
per  harvested  acre  of  wheat  on  the  farm 
multiplied  by  the  number  of  acres  constitut¬ 
ing  the  farm  acreage  allotment.  In  deter¬ 
mining  the  actual  average  yield  per  harvested 
acre  of  wheat  and  the  actual  production  of 
wheat  on  the  farm  any  acreage  utilized  for 
feed  without  threshing  after  the  wheat  is 
headed,  or  available  for  such  utilization  at 
the  time  the  actual  production  is  deter¬ 
mined,  shall  be  considered  harvested  acreage 
and  the  production  thereof  in  terms  of  grain 
shall  be  appraised  in  accordance  with  reg¬ 
ulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  and  such 
production  included  in  the  actual  produc¬ 
tion  of  wheat  on  the  farm.  The  acreage 
planted  to  wheat  on  a  farm  shall  include  all 
acreage  planted  to  wheat  for  any  purpose 
and  self-seeded  (volunteer)  wheat,  but  shall 
not  include  any  acreage  that  is  disposed  of 
prior  to  harvest  in  accordance  with  regula¬ 
tions  prescribed  by  the  Secretary.’ 

“(b)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of 
item  (2)  of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh 
Congress,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1340  (2) ),  the 


rate  of  penalty  on  wheat  of  the  1960  and 
subsequent  crops  shall  be  65  per  centum  of 
the  parity  price  per  bushel  of  wheat  as  of 
May  1  of  the  calendar  year  in  which  the  crop 
is  harvested. 

“(c)  Item  (3)  of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy- 
seventh  Congress,  as  amended,  is  amended 
effective  beginning  with  the  1960  crop  of 
wheat  to  read  as  follows: 

“‘(3)  The  farm  marketing  excess  for 
wheat  shall  be  regarded  as  available  for 
marketing,  and  the  penalty  and  the  storage 
amount  or  amounts  of  wheat  to  be  delivered 
to  the  Secretary  shall  be  computed  upon 
double  the  normal  production  of  the  excess 
acreage.  If  the  farm  marketing  excess  so 
computed  is  adjusted  downward  on  the  basis 
of  actual  production  as  heretofore  provided 
the  difference  between  the  amount  of  the 
penalty  or  storage  computed  on  the  basis  of 
double  the  normal  production  and  as  com¬ 
puted  on  actual  production  shall  be  returned 
to  or  allowed  the  producer  or  a  corresponding 
adjustment  made  in  the  amount  to  be  de¬ 
livered  to  the  Secretary  if  the  producer  elects 
to  make  such  delivery.  The  Secretary  shall 
issue  regulations  under  which  the  farm  mar¬ 
keting  excess  of  wheat  for  the  farm  shall  be 
stored  or  delivered  to  him.  Upon  failure  to 
store,  or  deliver  to  the  Secretary,  the  farm 
marketing  excess  within  such  time  as  may 
be  determined  under  regulations  prescribed 
by  the  Secretary  the  penalty  computed  as 
aforesaid  shall  be  paid  by  the  producer. 
Any  wheat  delivered  to  the  Secretary  here¬ 
under  shall  become  the  property  of  the 
United  States  and  shall  be  disposed  of  by 
the  Secretary  for  relief  purposes  in  the 
United  States  or  foreign  countries  or  in  such 
other  manner  as  he  shall  determine  will 
divert  it  from  the  normal  channels  of  trade 
and  commerce.’ 

“(d)  Item  (7)  of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy- 
seventh  Congress,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1340 
(7) )  is  repealed  effective  beginning  with 
the  1960  crop  of  wheat. 

“Sec.  3.  Item  (12)  of  Public  Law  74,  Sev¬ 
enty-seventh  Congress,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C. 
1340  (12))  is  repealed  effective  beginning 
with  the  1960  crop  of  wheat. 

“Sec.  4.  The  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 
of  1938,  as  amended,  is  amended  as  follows: 

“(a)  Section  334  is  amended  by  inserting 
a  new  paragraph  (d)  between  paragraphs 
(c.)  and  (e)  to  read  as  follows: 

“  ‘(d)  For  the  purposes  of  paragraphs  (a), 
(b),  and  (c)  of  this  section  any  farm  on 
which  the  farm  marketing  excess  is  adjusted 
to  zero  because  of  underproduction  pursuant 
to  applicable  provisions  of  law  shall  be  re¬ 
garded  as  a  farm  on  which  the  entire  amount 
of  the  farm  marketing  excess  has  been  de¬ 
livered  to  the  Secretary  or  stored  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  applicable  regulations  to  avoid 
or  postpone  the  payment  of  the  penalty.’ 

“(b)  Subsection  (f)  of  section  335  is 
amended  by  striking  out  the  semicolon  at 
the  end  of  item  (1)  and  adding  ‘and  shall 
not  apply  to  other  farms  with  respect  to  the 
1960  and  subsequent  crops;’. 

“(c)  Section  362  is  amended  by  deleting 
the  second  sentence  thereof. 

“Sec.  5.  Subsections  (b)  and  (c)  of  section 
335  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 
1938,  as  amended,  are  hereby  repealed  and 
subsection  (d)  of  said  section  is  repealed 
effective  beginning  with  the  1960  crop  of 
wheat. 

“Sec.  6.  (a)  Subsection  (f)  of  section  335 
of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938, 
as  amended,  is  amended  by  deleting  the  last 
sentence  thereof. 

“(b)  Section  336  of  the  Agricultural  Ad¬ 
justment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows:  • 

“  ‘Sec.  336.  Between  the  date  of  issuance  of 
any  proclamation  of  any  national  marketing 
quota  for  wheat  and  July  25,  the  Secretary 
shall  conduct  a  referendum,  by  secret  ballot. 
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to  determine  whether  farmers  are  in  favor 
of  or  opposed  to  such  quotas.  Farmers 
eligible  to  vote  in  such  referendum  shall  be 
farmers  who  were  engaged  in  the  production 
of  the  crop  of  wheat  normally  harvested  in 
the  calendar  year  immediately  preceding  the 
calendar  year  in  which  the  referendum  is 
held.  If  more  than  one-third  of  the  farmers 
voting  in  the  referendum  oppose  such  quota, 
the  Secretary  shall,  prior  to  the  effective  date 
of  such  quota,  by  proclamation  suspend  the 
operation  of  the  national  marketing  quotas 
with  respect  to  wheat.'  ” 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  would 
the  gentleman  yield  so  that  we  might 
secure  some  idea  as  to  time? 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  I  have  no  way  of 
knowing  how  many  want  to  speak  on 
this  amendment.  I  suggest  we  let  the 
matter  run  along  for  a  bit  and  see  what 
arrangements  we  can  make. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Very  well. 

(Mr.  BELCHER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  proceed  for  5  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
going  to  try  to  be  just  as  brief  as  I  can. 
We  thoroughly  discussed  this  matter 
awhile  ago,  and  I  would  just  like  to  point 
out  to  the  House  what  this  substitute 
actually  does.  It  is  a  substitute  bill. 
However,  the  reason  it  is  offered  as  a 
substitute  is  for  the  purpose  of  clarity. 
It  adopts  a  lot  of  the  provisions  of  the 
committee  bill,  but  I  thought  it  would 
be  more  easily  understood  if  I  offered  it 
as  a  clean  substitute  bill  rather  than 
have  to  go  along  and  amend  6,  or  8,  or 
10  different  spots  in  the  bill.  For  that 
reason  I  will  just  try  to  point  out  what 
the  present  law  is  and  what  this  substi¬ 
tute  will  do. 

Of  course,  the  present  law  is  perma¬ 
nent.  iJnder  the  committee  bill  it  ap¬ 
plies  to  1960  and  1961  only.  My  bill  is 
permanent. 

There  is  a  55  million  acre  minimum 
allotment  at  the  present  time.  My  bill 
keeps  the  same  55  million  acre  allot¬ 
ment.  The  committee  bill  keeps  the 
same  55  million  acre  allotment  but  re¬ 
quires  for  the  first  2  years  that  the  bill 
is  in  effect  a  reduction  of  25  percent. 

Marketing  quotas :  At  the  present  time 
up  to  15  acres  there  are  no  marketing 
quotas  and  no  penalties. 

The  committee  bill  provides  for  12 
acres  or  the  highest  amount  planted 
within  the  last  3  years.  My  bill  com¬ 
pletely  repeals  the  15 -acre  exemption. 

Price  supports:  The  present  price  sup¬ 
port  is  from  75  percent  to  90  percent  of 
parity.  My  bill  retains  that  provision. 
The  committee  bill  provides  for  90  per¬ 
cent  of  parity.  Penalty  for  overproduc¬ 
tion  at  the  present  time  is  45  percent  of 
parity  times  the  normal  yield  of  mar¬ 
keting  excess.  Both  my  bill  and  the 
committee  bill  provide  for  65  percent  of 
parity  penalty  for  double  the  normal 
yield  or  the  actual  yield,  whichever  is  the 
lesser.  / 

At  the  present  time  a  noncooperator 
is  not  eligible  for  price  supports  if  mar¬ 
keting  quotas  are  not  in  effect.  Both 
under  the  committee  bill  and  my  bill,  if 
marketing  quotas  are  voted  down,  there 
shall  be  a  50-percent  price  support  for 
cooperators  and  noncooperators.  In 
other  words,  there  will  be  a  50-percent 
price-support  program  for  everybody 


that  cares  to  raise  wheat,  whether  he 
has  an  allotment  or  stays  within  his 
quota  or  not,  there  being  absolutely  no 
control,  and  50 -percent  price  support. 
The  committee  bill  reduces  the  wheat 
allotment  by  25  percent  but  pays  a  bonus 
of  one-third  of  the  average  yield  if  the 
farmer  does  not  use  that  land  for  any 
other  purpose,  even  including  pasture. 
My  bill  retains  the  present  law,  because 
there  is  no  reduction. 

The  wheat  history  is  preserved  under 
both  the  committee  bill  and  my  bill.  All 
farmers  who  grow  wheat  are  eligible  to 
vote  under  my  bill.  Under  the  commit¬ 
tee  bill  only  those  that  are  subject  to 
marketing  quotas  in  accordance  with  the 
amendment  that  was  just  agreed  to  are 
able  to  vote. 

Under  both  bills  the  30-acre  ceiling 
upon  the  amount  of  wheat  that  can  be 
planted  and  raised  on  the  farm  is  elim¬ 
inated,  which  means  that  any  farmer 
can  raise  any  amount  of  wheat  that  he 
desires  as  long  as  he  consumes  the  en¬ 
tire  amount  on  the  farm. 

As  has  been  stated,  the  committee  hill 
is  stop-gap  legislation.  It  applies  only 
to  the  1960  and  1961  crop.  The  thought 
occurs  to  me  that  at  that  time  we  are 
going  to  be  in  almost  the  same  position 
that  we  are  in  now;  we  are  still  going  to 
have  a  surplus  of  wheat.  We  will  have 
spent  a- lot  of  money  on  the  wheat  pro¬ 
gram  and  in  addition  to  that  we  will  have 
a  90  percent  price  support  established. 
Now,  everyone  knows  that  listened  to 
the  debate  at  all  yesterday  that  when 
you  establish  a  90  percent  price  support 
for  any  commodity,  it  is  very  difficult  to 
lower  it.  The  tobacco  people  had  that 
experience  all  during  this  session  of  the 
Congress  of  how  to  get  below  the  90  per¬ 
cent  without  permitting  the  farmer  to 
find  out  that  they  were  actually  going  to 
go  below  the  90  percent.  And,  we  will  be 
in  that  same  position  with  wheat  in  2 
years  if  we  cannot  reduce  the  90  percent. 

Mr.  AVERY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BELCHER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Kansas. 

Mr.  AVERY.  Will  the  gentleman  tell 
us  again  what  his  bill  will  do  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  15-acre  farmer? 

Mr.  BELCHER.  The  15-acre  farmer 
will  be  put  under  the  program  just  ex¬ 
actly  the  same  as  any  other  program. 
This  treats  every  farmer  alike.  If  he 
has  an  allotment,  he  can  raise  up  to  the 
allotment  and  he  can  get  price  support 
on  all  the  wheat  raised  up  to  his  quota, 
but  he  will  pay  a  penalty  for  any  wheat 
that  is  raised  above  the  quota. 

In  addition  to  that,  everyone  that  is 
a  wheat  raiser  in  this  country,  whether, 
as  the  gentleman  from  Michigan  says, 
he  is  going  to  get  anything  out  of  the  pro¬ 
gram  or  not,  will  have  an  opportunity  to 
vote  whether  marketing  quotas  shall  be 
invoked. 

In  other  words,  under  my  bill,  as  I 
stated  in  general  debate,  this  is  the  first 
bill  that  pertains  to  wheat  or  that  has 
put  every  wheat  farmer  in  the  country 
absolutely  under  the  same  program,  with 
the  same  price  supports,  with  the  same 
vote,  with  the  same  penalty,  and  having 
his  allotment  determined  entirely  on  the 
same  basis.  The  largest  farm  organi¬ 


zation  in  America,  the  American  Farm 
Bureau,  that  represents  more  wheat 
raisers  than  anybody  in  the  country,  has 
endorsed  this  program.  Undoubtedly 
all  other  Members  got  the  same  tele¬ 
gram  that  I  got.  There  are  two  amend¬ 
ments  they  would  prefer  to  this  bill.  One 
would  provide  for  55  percent  of  parity 
in  case  marketing  quotas  were  voted 
down.  The  other  would  be  to  change 
the  penalty  law  to  apply  to  planted  acres 
and  not  harvested  acres. 

Mr.  HAYS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BELCHER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HAYS.  Suppose  a  farmer  in  my 
State  has  an  allotment  of  2  acres,  but 
has  been  able  to  find  8  or  10  or  12  acres 
as  a  cover  crop  to  use  with  his  2  acres. 
What  happens  to  him? 

Mr.  BELCHER.  He  cannot  only  raise 
8  or  10  acres,  but  he  can  plant  another 
100  acres  along  with  it  and  use  every 
single  bushel  of  it,  if  he  uses  it  on  his 
farm.  „ 

Mr.  HAYS.  As  long  as  he  uses  it  on 
his  farm  he  is  exempt  from  the  penalty? 

Mr.  BELCHER.  As  long  as  he  uses 
it  on  the  farm  he  is  exempt  from  every 
kind  of  penalty. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  That  could  be  done 
under  the  committee  bill,  but  I  believe 
not  under  the  gentleman’s  amendment. 

Mr.  HAYS.  That  is  what  I  was  trying 
to  find  out. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Does  the  gentleman 
make  any  provision  that  permits^  the  use 
of  wheat  grown  on  the  farm  for  feed? 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Certainly;  if  the 
gentleman  had  been  listening,  I  covered 
that  just  a  few  moments  ago.  You  can 
raise  any  amount  of  wheat  you  want  to, 
as  long  as  you  consume  it  on  the  farm. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  The  result  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman’s  proposal  is  to  do  away  with  the 
15-acre  exemption? 

Mr.  BELCHER.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  wanted  to  make  that 
perfectly  clear. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  It  does  away  with  the 
30-acre  limitation,  too.  You  can  plant 
any  amount  of  wheat  you  want  to  if  you 
use  it  on  the  farm. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  But  the  committee 
bill  does  the  same  thing. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  That  is  right.  I  said 
both  bills  provide  that  you  can  raise 
any  amount  and  feed  it  on  the  farm. 
Both  bills  take  care  of  the  Yankus  case. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BELCHER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GROSS.  How  does  the  gentle¬ 
man’s*  bill  cut  production? 

Mr:  BELCHER.  By  the  elimination 
of  excess  production  that  has  been 
grown,  by  the  difference  between  the 
wheat  allotment  of  5,  6,  7  acres  and  15 
acres  that  they  are  able  to  grow  in  ex¬ 
cess  of  allotments. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Does  the  gentleman  con¬ 
tend  that  his  bill  is  going  to  cut  pro¬ 
duction? 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Yes,  sir;  and  the  sta¬ 
tistics  will  show  it. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Yes. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  Under  the  provisions 
of  the  gentleman’s  bill,  What  is  the  mini- 
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mum  acreage  allotment  for  the  entire 
Nation? 

Mi*.  BELCHER.  Fifty-five  million 
acres. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  The  same  as  in  the 
present  law  today? 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Yes.  sir. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  Then  as  I  under¬ 
stand,  the  only  reduction  the  gentleman 
is  recommending  would  come  from  the 
15-acre  producer.  He  is  not  recom¬ 
mending  any  cut  from  the  producers  of 
the  55  million  acres  or  the  larger  pro¬ 
ducers;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  BELCHER.  I  am  saying  that  any¬ 
body  who  produces  excess  wheat, 
whether  he  is  a  little  or  big  producer,  is 
going  to  have  to  go  back  to  his  allot¬ 
ment.  That  applies  to  big  producers  as 
well  as  little  producers. 

'  Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask' 
unanimous  consent  that  all  debate  on 
the  pending  amendment  and  all  amend¬ 
ments  thereto  close  in  40  minutes,  the 
last  5  minutes  to  be  reserved  to  the  com¬ 
mittee. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina  ? 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  reserv¬ 
ing  the  right  to  object,  this  is  the  most 
important  amendment  to  the  bill;  will 
the  gentleman  amend  his  request  to 
make  it  1  hour? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mi*.  Chairman,  I  am 
willing  to  make  it  55  minutes,  which 
would  come  at  5  o’clock. 

Mr.  MORRIS  of  Oklahoma.  Mr. 
Chairman,  reserving  the  right  to  object, 
I  have  an  amendment  to  offer,  but  I 
would  like  to  be  assured  I  will  have  at 
least  5  minutes  to  discuss  it. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  The  gentleman  will 
have  a  chance  to  discuss  it.  He  will 
get  some  time;  I  do  not  know  how  much. 

Mr.  MORRIS  of  Oklahoma.  I  do  not 
know  whether  I  will  or  not. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  unanimous-consent  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina  that  all 
debate  on  the  pending  amendment  and 
amendments  thereto  close  in  55  min¬ 
utes? 

Mr.  MORRIS  of  Oklahoma.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  am  constrained  to  object. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
that  all  debate  on  the  pending  amend¬ 
ment  and  all  amendments  thereto  close 
in  55  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  motion  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  Mr;  Chair¬ 
man,  I  rise  in  opposition  to  the  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  is  only  one  thing 
I  think  people  ought  to  realize  about  this 
Belcher  amendment  and  that  is  that  it 
provides  that  all  the  reduction  in  acre¬ 
age  would  be  taken  away  from  the  small 
farmer,  the  farmer  who  is  growing  less 
than  15  acres  of  wheat.  That  is  No.  1 
and  make  no  mistake  about  it.  All  of  the 
reduction  in  the  production  of  wheat 
would  be  made  by  fanners  who  are  pro¬ 
ducing  1,  2,  3,  4,  and  up  to  15  acres  of 
wheat.  There  would  be  no  reduction  of 
acreage  for  the  fellow  who  is  producing 


100  or  200,  500,  2,000,  or  25,000  acres  of 
wheat — there  would  not  be  1  acre  of  re¬ 
duction.  Is  that  fair?  That  is  what  this 
means.  There  are  1,250,000  farmers  who 
have  been  growing  15  acres  of  wheat  or 
less.  There  are  1,250,000  small  farmers 
who  would  have  to  bear  the  burden  of  all 
this  reduction  and  it  would  not  touch  a 
single  large  wheat  producer.  Now  those 
are  the  facts.  If  that  is  the  way  you 
want  to  legislate,  go  to  it.  The  gentle¬ 
man  says  he  wants  to  trekt  everybody 
alike.  I  presume  he  would  like  to  see 
the  income  tax  changed  and  tax  every¬ 
body  at  10  or  20  percent  and  then 
we  would  all  be  treated  alike.  If  you 
want  to  follow  that  conclusion,  then  let 
us  vote  for  this  Belcher  amendment  and 
treat  everybody  alike.  .  The  gentleman 
said  we  are  going  to  take  a  loaf  of  bread 
away  from  everybody.  If  a  fellow  had 
one  loaf  of  bread  he  would  lose  that. 
If  a  fellow  had  10  or  25  loaves  of  bread 
plus  a  big  roast  turkey  on  his  table,  he 
would  lose  1  loaf  of  bread.  But,  that 
would  not  mean  anything  to  that  fellow, 
of  course.  The  fellow  who  has  the  large 
acreage  would  not  be  touched  by  this 
amendment;  it  is  a  phony.  This  should 
be  remembered  too.  Any  representative 
coming  from  any  area,  that  produces 
Soft  Red  Winter  wheat  which  is  in  de¬ 
mand  and  of  which  there  is  no  surplus 
will  be  doing  a  grave  injustice'  not  only 
to  the  small  farmer  who  is  producing 
that  type  of  wheat,  but  he  will  be  creat¬ 
ing  a  shortage  of  a  type  of  wheat  that  is 
needed  and  he  would  not  be  making  a 
reduction  of  one  iota  in  the  wheats  that 
are  in  surplus  today. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Missouri.  The  gentle¬ 
man  from  Missouri  is  striking  right  at 
the  heart  of  this  problem  ;  is  it  not  true 
that  we  have  had  a  15-acre  exemption  in 
the  law  in  this  country  since  1942  and 
for  16  years  these  people  have  been  al¬ 
lowed  the  exemption  to  produce  15  acres 
of  wheat? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  The  gentle¬ 
man  is  right.  Another  thing  I  want  to 
say  is  this.  The  so-called  small  farmer 
who  produces  under  15  acres  does  not 
give  a  snap  of  his  finger  for  the  right  to’ 
vote.  They  want  to  grow  that  15  acres 
of  wheat  so  that  they  can  make  a  little 
money  and  try  to  create  some  income 
out  of  that  small  farm.  That  is  all  that 
we  are  asking  for  here  today.  The  per¬ 
son  who  is  interested  in  destroying  the 
entire  farm  program  and  who  wants  to 
bring  in  a  million  so-called  voters,  and 
most  of  these  people  are  in  areas  where 
they  would  rather  have  no  farm  pro¬ 
gram  at  all,  and  if  we  are  going  to  let 
those  people  control  the  farm  program, 
then  I  do  not  think  we  are  doing  any 
service  to  the  other  farmers  of  the  coun¬ 
try.  But  as  I  was  saying  the  small  pro¬ 
ducer  cannot  produce  wheat  as  effi¬ 
ciently  as  the  big  producer  with  his  big 
equipment,  and  he  cannot  take  that 
small  reduction.’  He  will  be  wiped  out 
entirely. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  repeat 
again — if  you  want  to  be  fair  to  the 
small  farmer — if  you  want  to  hurt  these 


1,280,000  small  farmers  who  will  take  all 
of  the  reduction,  then  just  vote  for  this 
Belcher  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Albert]  is  recog¬ 
nized. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  follow¬ 
ing  what  the  gentleman  from  Missouri 
[Mr.  Jones]  has  said,  I  would  like  also 
to  emphasize  that  not  only  does  this  bill 
take  the  entire  cut  in  production  out 
on  those  who  have  less  than  15  acres, 
but  also  it  pi*eserves  as  permanent  law 
a  55  million  minimum  acreage  allotment 
for  the  commercial  producers  of  this 
country. 

Are  we  ready  at  this  time  to  make  that 
kind  of  pei*manent  decision?  The  com¬ 
mittee  has  brought  out  a  bill  which  will 
cut  the  commercial  producer  by  about 
14  million  acres  for  a  two-year  period. 
In  that  time  a  lot  of  things  could  hap¬ 
pen.  We  are  going  to  learn  a  lot  about 
new  varieties;  we  are  going  to  learn  a 
lot  of  things  about  feed  grain  problems. 
These  things  have  to  be  coordinated; 
there  is  no  question  about  that.  But  I 
doubt  as  a  matter  of  policy  at  this  late 
date  that  we  should  endoi*se  in  a  new 
permanent  law  a  55  million  acre  mini¬ 
mum  national  allotment. 

One  of  the  things  the  President 
stressed  in  the  message  he  sent  to  the 
Congress  on  January  29th  was  the  elim¬ 
ination  of  the  55  million  acre  minimum 
allotment,  adjusting  the  acreage  to  the 
amount  of  wheat  that  can  be  sold  for 
dollars  under  the  support  price  that  pre¬ 
vails. 

We  have  cut  that  minimum  to. 41  mil¬ 
lion  aci*es  for  the  life  of  the  bill; 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ALBERT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Is  not  that  the  very 
thing  Secretary  Benson  has  been  com¬ 
plaining  about  all  along,  that  we  have 
a  55  million  aci*e  limit? 

Mr.  ALBERT.  That  is  one  of  the  big 
items. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Our  bill  reduces  that 
by  14  million  acres. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  The  gentleman  is  cor- 
i*ect. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentlemah 
from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Morris]  is  recog¬ 
nized. 

Mr.  MORRIS  of  Oklahoma.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Morris  of  Okla¬ 
homa  as  a  substitute  for  the  amendment  of 
Mr.  Belcher:  Strike  out  all  after  the  enact¬ 
ing  clause  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the 
following:  “That  title  I  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1949  is  amended  *by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following  new  section: 

^  “  ‘PRICE  SUPPORT  (WHEAT) 

“  ‘Sec.  106.  (a)  Notwithstanding  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  101,  price  supports  shall 
be  made  available  for  each  of  the  1960  and 
1961  crops  of  wheat  as  provided  in  this  sec¬ 
tion.  The  Secretary  shall,  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  subsection  (b) ,  make  a  pay¬ 
ment  respect  to  wheat  marketed  by  a  wheat 
producer,  in  good  faith,  in  the  normal  and 
usual  manner  at  the  prevailing  market  price. 
In  the  event  a  producer  is  unable  to  market 
his  wheat,  after  attempting  to  do  so,  by 
reason  of  a  lack  of  a  market  or  for  any  other 
reason  beyond  his  control,  the  Secretary 
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shall,  through  the  facilities  of  the  Commod¬ 
ity  Credit  Corporation,  purchase  wheat  from 
him  in  the  amounts  and  at  the  prices  pro¬ 
vided  in  subsection  (b) . 

“‘(b)(1)  The  payment  with  respect  to  the 
marketing  of  wheat  from  any  farm  shall  be 
equal  to  the  difference  between  the  sales 
price  and — 

“‘(-A)  100  per  centum  of  the  ,parity  price, 
to  the  extent  of  $2,000  in  payments, 

“‘(B)  75  per  centum  of  the  parity  price, 
to  the  extent  of  the  next  $8,000  in  payments, 
and 

“  ‘(C)  50  per  centum  of  the  parity  price,  to 
the  extent  of  the  next  $30,000  in  payments. 

“‘(2)  Where  the  Secretary  purchases 
wheat  under  this  section,  his  payments  with 
respect  to  such  wheat  shall  not  exceed  an 
amount  which  he  determines  will  provide  the 
same  return  to  the  producer  as  lie  would 
have  received  had,  he  marketed  such  wheat 
and  received  a  payment  at  the  rate  provided 
in  paragraph  (1) . 

“  ‘(c)  The  Secretary  shall  provide  by  regu¬ 
lation  (1)  for  dividing  any  payment  made 
under  this  section  among  producers  on  a  fair 
and  equitable  basis  where  there  is  more  than 
one  producer  on  a  farm,  and  (2)  which  will 
prevent  a  producer  from  receiving  payments 
greater  than  those  provided  for  in  subsec¬ 
tion  (b),  by  reason  of  his  operation  of  more 
than  one  farm. 

“‘(d)  The  Secretary  shall  determine  the 
amount  of  payments  made  under  this  sec¬ 
tion  on  the  basis  of  such  reports  and  rec¬ 
ords  as  he  may  by  regulation  require,  and 
for  such  purpose  he  may  utilize  information 
contained  in  returns  filed  by  producers  un¬ 
der  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954. 

“‘(e)  The  Secretary  shall  have,  in  carry¬ 
ing  out  this  section,  the  same  authority  as 
he  has,  under  section  373  of  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  with  respect  to 
carrying  out  title  III  of  that  Act.’ 

“Sec.  2.  (a)  Section  301(b)(6)(A)  of  the 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938  is 
amended  (1)  by  striking  out  ‘rice,  tobacco, 
and  wheat’  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
‘rice,  and  tobacco’,  and  (2)  by  striking  out 
‘in  the  case  of  corn  and  wheat'  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  ‘in  the  case  of  corn’. 

“(b)  Part  III  of  subtitle  B  of  title  III  of 
the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938, 
and  the  joint  resolution  of  May  26,  1941, 
are  hereby  repealed.” 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentle¬ 
man  offer  his  amendment  as  a  substitute 
for  the  Belcher  amendment? 

Mr.  MORRIS  of  Oklahoma.  Yes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Oklahoma  is  recognized. 

Mr.  MORRIS  of  Oklahoma.  Mr. 
Chairman,  a  parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it. 

Mr.  MORRIS  of  Oklahoma.  For  what 
period  of  time? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  For  approximately 
2  minutes. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,.,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MORRIS  of  Oklahoma.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  As  I  understand,  this 
substitute’  provides  a  system  of  direct 
payments  to  farmers,  the  discredited 
Brannan  plan  about  which  we  have 
heard  so  much  today. 

Mr.  MORRIS  of  Oklahoma.  I  would 
not  call  it  the  discredited  Brannan  plan. 
It  is  not  exactly  the  Brannan  plan.  It 
is  similar  to  it.  It  is  a  plan  for  direct 
payments. 

I  cannot  yield  further,  Mr.  Chairman; 
I  have  only  2  minutes. 

Some  day  we  will  adopt,  at  least  in 
substance,  this  plan,  but  frankly,  I  do 


not  know  whether  the  temper  of  the 
House  is  such  as  to  adopt  it  now. 

Some  day  we  will  come  to  it  because 
it  is  the  answer  to  our  agricultural  prob¬ 
lem,  in  my  judgment.  My  substitute 
will  permit  the  law  of  supply  and  de¬ 
mand  to  have  complete  and  free  opera¬ 
tion.  There  will  be  no  controls,  but  it 
will  guarantee  to  the  small  farmer  and 
even  larger  ones  that  they  will  receive  a 
fair  price  for  the  wheat  that  they  raise. 
It  is  on  a  graduated  scale.  If  for  in¬ 
stance  a  farmer  makes  as  much  as  $2,000 
worth  of  wheat  measured  by  full  parity 
up  to  $2,000  worth  but  when  he  sells  it 
he  does  not  receive  that  much  for  his 
wheat,  then  the  Government  will  make 
up  the  difference;  and  in  a  similar  man¬ 
ner  a  farmer  is  guaranteed  75  percent 
of  parity  up  to  $8,000  addition  and  50 
percent  of  parity  for  a  still  additional 
$30,000  worth. 

It  is  like  supporting  the  manufactur¬ 
ers  in  this  country  with  a  tariff,  the  rail¬ 
roads  and  the  shipping  industry,  and 
many  others  with  direct  subsidies  which 
as  long  as  they  are  reasonable,  I  do  not 
oppose.  Of  course,  we  are  using  now 
something  similar  to  this  on  wool.  Yes, 
we  will  come  to  this  program  as  set  out 
in  my  amendment  eventually.  We  will 
not  have  to  continuously  carry  on  with 
great  expense  for  storage.  My  amend¬ 
ment  will  eventually  do  away  with  stor¬ 
age,  in  my  judgment.  The  expense  as 
provided  in  my  amendment  will  be  infin¬ 
itesimal  compared  to  what  it  is  now. 
Yes,  we  really  will  come  to  this  some 
time,  and  it  will  bring  about  voluntarily 
reduction  of  wheat  especially  as  to  the 
big,  big  business  farmer. 

I  wish  I  had  the  time  to  go  into  it  and 
really  analyze  the  matter  fully.  I  will 
say,  however,  that  from  1910  to  the  pres¬ 
ent  time  the  farm  population  has  been  - 
going  down,  down,  down.  In  1910  the 
population  of  our  country  on  the  farms 
in  America  was  34.9  percent  of  our  en¬ 
tire  population.  It  is  now  a  little  less 
than  12  percent. 

Mr.  Chairman,  is  this  not  obvious  that 
something  is  wrong?  We  have  used  a 
lot  of  figures  heretofore  showing  that 
the  farmer  actually  receives  a  very  small 
amount  of  subsidy  compared  to  others. 
For  instance,  I  have  heretofore  put  in  the 
record  the  fact  that  from  1932  to  1952 
the  manufacturers  in  this  country  re¬ 
ceived  a  subsidy,  in  the  nature  of  the 
tariff,  of  $40.8  billion  while  the  farmer, 
during  the  same  period  of  time,  received 
only  $1.2  billion  as  a  subsidy  for  price 
supports.  So  you  see  the  taxpayer  gave 
to  the  manufacturer,  to  support  his  price, 
about  40 'times  as  much  as  he  gave  to 
the  farmers  during  the  same  period  of 
time.  This  is  definitely  unfair  to  the 
farmer.  The  farmer,  and  especially  the 
small  farmer,  has  really  taken  it  on  the 
chin.  A  farmer’s  life  is  a  good  life  and 
a  happy  one  if  he  can  make  a  living  for 
himself  and  family.  Millions  of  our  peo¬ 
ple  would  like  to  live  on  farms  if  they 
could  make  a  reasonably  good  living  on 
the  farm.  But  they  cannot  unless  they 
receive  a  good,  fan-  price  for  their  prod¬ 
ucts.  The  fact  that  they  cannot  make  a 
good  living  on  the  farm  is  the  reason  so 
many  of  them  have  been  moving  off  the 
farm.  This  is  not  good  for  our  country 
and  is  creating  unemployment  in  our 


beloved  Nation.  Let  us  put  more  people 
back  on  the  farm,  where  they  want  to 
be,  by  providing  them  a  fair,  reasonable 
price  for  their  labors  and  products. 

(Mr.  MORRIS  of  Oklahoma  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks.) 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Wyoming  [Mr. 
Thomson], 

Mr.  THOMSON  of  Wyoming.  Mr. 
Chairman,  in  the  short  time  I  have,  I 
would  like  to  say  why  I  support  the  Bel¬ 
cher  substitute.  The  committee  pro¬ 
posal  misleads  the  farmer.  It  dangles 
in  front  of  him  90-percent  support  with 
a  reduction  of  25  percent  in  acreage  and 
one- third  payment  in  kind,  thinking  in 
that  way  they  can  get  his  vote  for  a 
program  that  is  bound  to  fail. 

But  this  is  not  going  to  solve  the  prob¬ 
lem.  At  best  it  is  only  suggested  that 
it  will  reduce  the  cost  of  the  program 
to  the  taxpayer,  not  eliminate  it.  The 
better  reasoning  and  authority  is  that 
it  will  actually  raise  the  cost  of  the  pro¬ 
gram. 

What  happens  after  2  years?  The 
temporary  program  is  kicked  out  and 
things  are  in  worse  shape  than  they  are 
at  the  present  time. 

When  the  in-kind  payment  in  wheat 
for  the  acres  representing  the  25-percent 
cut  provided  in  this  bill  is  understood, 
it  will  be  recognized  that  it  is  even  more 
objectionable  than  a  cash  payment,  and 
the  taxpayers  of  the  Nation  will  not 
tolerate  it.  This  is  what  happens:  An 
estimate  is  made  of  what  these  acres 
taken  out  of  production  would  have  pro¬ 
duced,  by  taking  the  actual  average  yield 
for  the  past  3  years  on  the  farm  in  ques¬ 
tion,  and  the  farmer  is  given  one-third 
of  that  amount  out  of  the  surplus  wheat 
now  in  storage.  He  sells  that  on  the 
market.  There  is  nothing  in  this  bill  to 
increase  consumption  or  use.  There¬ 
fore,  the  same  number  of  bushels  will  be 
taken  from  the  crop  currently  produced 
and  placed  in  surplus  storage,  at  $2.13 
per  bushel. 

The  proponents  of  the  committee  bill 
have  contended  that  it  favors  the  small 
farmer,  and  criticize  the  Belcher  substi¬ 
tute  as  being  against  the  small  farmer. 
There  is  absolutely  nothing  to  this  argu¬ 
ment.  There  is  nothing  that  substan¬ 
tiates  that  a  farmer,  one  who  plants  15 
acres  or  less,  is  a  small  farmer.  A  farm¬ 
er  who  is  producing  wheat  under  the 
15-acre  exemption  may  have  extensive 
acreage  devoted  to  other  production,  may 
be  raising  other  price-supported  crops 
on  which  he  receives  large  payments,  and 
may  be  a  very  well-to-do  farmer.  As  a 
matter  of  fact,  they  often  are.  The 
small  farmer  who  is  really  being  hurt  by 
this  15-acre  exemption  is  the  small  farm¬ 
er  in  the  historic  wheat-producing  areas. 
They  have  had  imposed  upon  them  a  40- 
percent  reduction  in  the  amount  of  wheat 
which  they  can  grow  on  the  land  from 
which  they  have  for  many  years  made 
a  livelihood  by  the  production  of  wheat. 
More  often  than  not,  they  cannot  di¬ 
versify  to  produce  other  crops.  They  are 
the  small  farmers  that  have,  been  hurt, 
and  if  the  committee  bill  is  adopted  they 
will  be  put  out  of  business. 

As  long  as  there  is  an  unrealistic  price 
acting  as  an  umbrella  and  distorting  the 
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market,  there  is  no  determining  where 
the  surplus  wheat  is  produced.  The  only 
way  of  determining  the  source  of  the  sur¬ 
plus  would  be  to  know  the  production 
that  would  be  eliminated  if  the  regular 
forces  of  cost  of  production  and  price 
were  in  operation.  Wheat  should  be 
grown  in  the  area  where  the  economics 
of  production  are  best. 

The  committee  report  correctly  states, 
that  wheat  is  the  No.  1  problem.  So  far 
as  I  know,  it  is  uniformly  agreed  that  to 
really  get  to  this  problem,  there  must  be 
some  price  adjustment.  The  chairman 
of  the  subcommittee,  the  gentleman  from 
Oklahoma  [Mr.  Albert],  in  speaking  be¬ 
fore  the  Rules  Committee,  stated,  “In 
the  long  run,  the  price  must  come  down.” 
Yet  this  bill  which  the  majority  of  the 
committee  proposes  moves  in  exactly  the 
opposite  direction.  Prices  are  increased, 
with  the  incentive  to  further  increase 
production. 

I  think  the  best  feature  about  either 
the  committtee  bill  or  the  substitute  is 
that  provision  which  does  give  the  farm¬ 
er  a  choice  by  referendum.  Heretofore, 
he  has  had  a  choice  only  of  high  price 
Supports  and  controls,  or  low  price  sup¬ 
ports  and  controls.  This,  of  course,  is  no 
choice  at  all.  I  prefer  the  Belcher  sub¬ 
stitute,  because  it  gives  him  a  realistic 
choice  on  a  permanent  basis.  It  does  not 
mislead  the  farmer  by  dangling  90- 
percent  supports  and  cash  payments  be¬ 
fore  him,  which  at  best  would  only  be 
temporary  as  the  expense  to  the  other 
taxpayers  was  made  known.  It  does  not 
offer  incentive  for  further  overproduc¬ 
tion  and  shifts  of  production.  The  wheat 
farmer  would  be  permitted  to  vote  on 
whether  he  wanted  price  supports  at  the 
present  rate  with  tighter  controls,  or 
support  at  50  percent  of  parity  with  no 
controls.  I  personally  think  that  the 
50  percent  is  lower  than  need  be.  It 
would  provide  a  support  at  about  $1.20. 
It  is  generally  agreed  that  $1.30  would 
be  a  sufficiently  low  price  ta-bring  about 
necessary  adjustments  in  production. 
As  a  matter  of  fact,  it  is  not  believed  by 
those  best  qualified  to  judge  that  pre¬ 
mium  wheats  would  ever  reach  that  low 
a  price.  I  would  prefer  to  see  the  al¬ 
ternative  be  55  percent  of  parity  for  the 
next  3  years,  and  thereafter,  90  percent 
of  the  3 -year  average  market  price.  This 
would  give  to  the  farmer  a  realistic  sup¬ 
port  price,  which  would  be  a  floor  rather 
than  a  ceiling.  It  would  provide  for  or¬ 
derly  marketing  conditions  and  protect 
him  from  unjustified  drops  in  the  mar¬ 
ket,  particularly  in  years  of  unusually 
high  production  due  to  weather  or  other 
factors. 

I  believe  that  given  a  realistic  choice 
by  referendum  the  wheat  farmers  them¬ 
selves  will  most  likely  choose  the  lower 
supports  and  no  controls.  All  polls  re¬ 
cently  taken  of  farmers  would  bear  this 
out.  A  recent  poll  taken  by  the  Farm 
Journal  in  April  1959  showed  that  of  the 
wheat  farmers  themselves  throughout 
the  United  States,  61  percent  favored 
either  no  supports  and  no  controls  or 
emergency  supports,  such  as  50  percent 
of  parity,  and  no  controls.  When  the 
Committee  rises,  I  will  ask  to  have  in¬ 


cluded  at  the  end  of  my  remarks  the 
tabulation  at  the  end  of  this  poll. 

I  think  that  the  wheat  farmers  are 
entitled  to  a  realistic  choice  by  referen¬ 
dum.  I  hope  that  the  Belcher  substitute 
is  adoped  so  that  this  opportunity  may 
be  afforded  to  them. 

[From,  the  Farm  Journal,  April  1959] 

The  Farm  Plan  You  Voted  For— From  Every 

Corner  of  the  Country  the  Ballots  Came, 

Showing,  State  by  State,  What  Readers 

Want — Compare  Your  Own  Choice  With 

Other  Kinds  of  Farmers 

(By  Claude  W.  Gifford,  economics  editor) 

Eight  out  of  ten  Farm  Journal  readers  want 
lower  price  supports  and  fewer  controls  in 
the  future — instead  of  higher  price  supports 
and  strict  controls. 

And  more  than  half  (55  percent)  want  the 
Government  to  get  clear  out. 

That’s  the  way  farmers  voted  who  mailed 
in  ballots  printed  on  page  41  in  the  February 
issue.  The  article  accompanying  the  ballot 
sized  up  the  situation  this  way : 

Farm  productive  capacity  is  racing  ahead 
faster  than  the  growth  in  population  and 
demand.  This  tightens  the  squeeze  on  farm 
prices.  At  the  same  time,  support  programs 
are  piling  up  Government  surpluses  at  an 
alarming  rate.  So  the  article  asked,  Which 
of  five  general  directions  do  you  think  fu¬ 
ture  Government  price-support  policy  should 
take? 

Results  from  the  first  10,000  ballots  mailed 
by  farmers  show  that  78  percent  favor  the 
first  3  choices — each  of  which  calls  for 
less  support  and  more  freedom  than  past 
or  present  support  programs.  By  all  odds, 
the  most  popular  choice  is  to  chuck  all  sup¬ 
ports  and  get  the  Government  clear  out — 
let  farmers’  own  decisions  and  management 
ability  determine  who ’d  produce  what. 

This  poll  reveals  that  the  South’s  Farm 
Journal  readers  are  no  longer  the  “high  price 
support  and  strict  control”  advocates  they 
were  once  assumed  to  be.  Midwestern  States 
gave  high  price  supports  a  larger  vote  than 
the  other  three  regions — but  still  only  one 
Midwestern  farmer  out  of  five  favors  90  per¬ 
cent  to  100  percent  of  parity.  It  may  sur¬ 
prise  you  that  Iowans,  who  are  often  held 
up  as  typical  of  all  farmers,  are  less  inclined 
to  “kick  the  Government  out”  than  farmers 
in  any  other  State. 

Among  the  different  commodities,  farmers 
specializing  in  either  poultry,  beef,  or  fruit 
and  vegetables  are  the  most  inclined  to 
chuck  supports.  Wheatgrowers  and  feed 
grain  producers  are  least  disposed  to  do 
this — although  nearly  half  of  them  think  it’s 
the  thing  to  do. 

How  dependable  are  these  figures?  Statis¬ 
ticians  say,  “they’re  sound.”  The  ballot  tab¬ 
ulations  were  checked  in  these  ways: 

Tentative  percentages  were  figured  after 
the  first  2,000  ballots  were  counted.  These 
“percentages”  proved  highly,  accurate  when 
10,000  had  been  tabulated. 

Farm  Journal  statisticians  say  that  count¬ 
ing  several  thousand  more  ballots  wouldn’t 
change  the  regional  and  national  percentage 
figures  except  possibly  by  one  or  two  points 
here  and  there.  Percentage  figures  from  the 
small  States  with  fewer  farms  have  the  best 
possibility  of  being  nonrepresentative. 

The  results  are  a  “pretty  good”  barometer 
of  farm  thinking  across  the  Nation  for  these 
reasons : 

Farm  Journal’s  circulation — a  whopping 
3.1  million — covers  all  parts  of  the  country. 

The  number  of  ballots  mailed  is  amazingly 
close  to  the  proportion  of  circulation  in  each 
State — there  was  no  “run  on  the  ballot  box" 
from  one  State  or  region  to  upset  the  final 
percentages. 

When  the  vote  of  readers  is  adjusted  for 
the  actual  number  of  farms  in  each  region 


(1954  census  figures) ,  the  final  percentages 
are  almost  identical  to  the  ones  from  our 
sample.  The  difference:  2  percent  more  in 
favor  of  the  “no  support”  choice,  and  1  per¬ 
cent  fewer  in  favor  of  “high  supports.” 

As  a  further  check,  a  14-State  survey  was 
made  among  fathers  of  vocational  agricul¬ 
ture  students — some  Farm  Journal  readers, 
and  some  not.  Eight  out  of  10  (82  percent) 
favored  the  first  three  choices  (compared 
with  78  percent  by  mail) . 

This  poll  also  checks  closely  with  a  survey 
made  in  the  December  1957  Farm  Journal 
when  50  percent  of  the  readers  responding 
voted  that  the  Government  should  get  clear 
out  of  farming. 

Age  makes  Tittle  difference  in  the  attitude 
of  the  readers  voting.  The  slight  difference 
is  that  young  farmers  in  the  20-  to  30-year- 
old  bracket  and  farmers  60  and  over  are 
slightly  more  in  favor  of  lower  supports  and 
fewer  controls. 

Two  ballots  were  re/turned  from  Alaska — 
one  by  a  haygrower  and  one  by  a  potato- 
grower — both  voted  for  no  supports.  One 
Illinois  corngrower  mailed  his  ballot  from 
Canada,  The  oldest  voter  was  an  Idaho 
wheatgrower  at  an  even  100  years.  Five  said 
their  most  important  farm  product  is 
children. 

how  the  united  states  voted  on  the 

FIVE  CHOICES 

No  supports:  No  controls,  no  floors,  free 
market  prices,  get  the  Government  clear 
out — 55  percent. 

Emergency  supports:  To  prevent  disaster 
from  a  huge  crop  or  sudden  loss  of  markets; 
floors  set  at,  say,  50  percent  of  parity,  or 
75  percent  of  the  average  3-year  market 
price;  no  controls — 15  percent. 

Adjustment  supports;  Such  as  90  percent 
of  the  average  3-year  market  price;  permits 
gradual  adjustment  to  normal  markets; 
moderate  production  control  when  necessary 
to  ease  adjustments — 8  percent: 

High  price  supports:  90  to  100  percent 
of  parity;  cross-compliance  and  tight  pro¬ 
duction  controls  to  restrict  output  to  avail¬ 
able  markets;  bushel-and-pound  allotments 
to  limit  what  you  could  sell — 14  percent. 

Production  payments:  Let  markets  fall, 
Then  pay  farmers  in  cash  to  make  up  the 
difference  between  the  market  price  and  the 
support  level;  extend  supports  to  perish¬ 
ables,  such  as  beef,  pork,  eggs,  and  fruit; 
strict  bushel-and-pound  control^  to  hold 
down  costs  of  the  program — 8  percent. 


No  supports 

Emergency 

1  Adjustment 

High  sup¬ 
ports 

Production 

payments 

Per- 

.  Per- 

Per- 

Per- 

Per- 

cent 

cent 

cent 

cent 

cent 

Connecticut,. . . 

50 

25 

5 

0 

20 

Delaware . . 

91 

5 

0 

4 

0 

Maine . . 

71 

9 

5 

4 

11 

Maryland .  . 

70 

19 

8 

2 

1 

Massachusetts _ 

77 

18 

5 

0 

0 

New  Hampshire  - 

62 

33 

•5 

0 

0 

New  Jersey _ 

84 

7 

1 

3 

5 

New  Y ork  _* _ 

78 

12 

5 

2 

3 

Pennsylvania-  _ 

80 

13 

3 

2 

2 

Rhode  Island.- . 

57 

43 

0 

0 

0 

Vermont  .  . 

72 

28 

0 

0 

-0 

West  Virginia.  _ 

76 

17 

6 

0 

2 

Eastern  States . 

77 

14* 

4 

2 

3 

Illinois _ 

44 

20 

7 

20 

9 

Indiana _ 

57 

13 

8 

12 

10 

Iowa _ _ _ 

24 

17 

13 

33 

13 

Kansas _ _ 

46 

20 

10 

19 

5 

Michigan _ _ 

66 

14 

8 

5 

7 

Minnesota _ 

30 

15 

13 

25 

17 

Missouri _ _ 

52 

15 

7 

15 

11 

Nebraska _ 

38 

15 

13 

25 

9 

North  Dakota _ 

34 

14 

11 

31 

10 

Ohio _ 

71 

.  12 

4 

8 

5 

South  Dakota _ 

39 

16 

9 

26 

10 

Wisconsin, _ _ 

45 

12 

13 

14 

1G 

Central  States . - 

47 

16 

9 

18 

10 

1959 
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• 

No  supports 

Emergency 

Adjustment 

High  sup¬ 

ports 

Production 

payments 

Per- 

Per- 

Per- 

Per- 

Per- 

cent 

cent 

cent 

cent 

cent. 

Alabama . 

61 

15 

9 

8 

7 

Arkansas . . 

50 

18 

9 

9 

8 

Florida _ 

79 

9 

2 

8 

2 

Georgia _ 

62 

3 

16 

11 

8 

Kentucky _ 

51 

G 

22 

16 

5 

Louisiana _ 

51 

17 

20 

5 

7 

Mississippi . . 

57 

14 

14 

12 

3 

North  Carolina _ 

61 

4 

6 

23 

6 

Oklahoma... . 

53 

22 

5 

14 

6 

South  Carolina . 

71 

17 

7 

5 

0 

Tennessee . 

65 

8 

7 

11 

9 

Texas . . . — 

54 

12 

10 

13 

n 

Virginia . . 

72 

15 

2 

10 

i 

Southern  States . 

59 

13 

9 

12 

7 

No  supports 

Emergency 

Adjustment 

High  sup¬ 

ports 

Production 

1  payments 

Per- 

Per- 

Per- 

Per- 

Per- 

cent 

cent 

cent 

cent 

cent 

Arizona _ _ 

48 

21 

24 

4 

3 

California . . 

73 

13 

6 

3 

5 

Colorado . 

58 

11 

5 

18 

8 

Idaho...  . . 

51 

15 

9 

16 

9 

Montana . . 

55 

17 

5 

18 

5 

Nevada.  .  _ 

90 

5 

5 

0 

0 

New  Mexico _ 

65 

21 

13 

6 

5 

Oregon _ _ 

63 

12 

7 

6 

12 

1  tah  _ _ 

71 

9 

9 

6 

5 

Washington . 

70 

15 

0 

6 

3 

Wyoming.. . 

53 

18 

8 

18 

3 

Western  States _ 

63 

14 

7 

10 

6 

What  different  commodity  groups  xoanl 
CENTRAL 
[In  percent] 


Kind  of  farmers 

No  supports 

Emergency 

Adjustment 

High  supports 

Production 

payments 

United 

States 

Cen¬ 

tral 

United 

States 

Cen¬ 

tral 

United 

States 

Cen¬ 

tral 

United 

States 

Cen¬ 

tral 

United 

States 

Cen¬ 

tral 

Beef . . - . 

69 

59 

14 

15 

6 

8 

7 

11 

4 

7 

Dairy. - 

59 

50 

14 

13 

8 

9 

9 

13 

10 

15 

Feed  grains . . 

50 

44 

14 

15 

7 

8 

20 

22 

9 

11 

Fruit  and  vegetables.. . 

69 

63 

12 

15 

6 

8 

5 

8 

8 

6 

General _ 

66 

55 

12 

12 

7 

10 

9 

16 

6 

7 

Hogs . — 

44 

40 

19 

19 

11 

12 

14 

16 

12 

13 

Poultry . 

77 

73 

14 

14 

1 

2 

3 

5 

5 

6 

Sheep . . 

64 

42 

14 

29 

6 

3 

6 

13 

10 

13 

Wheat _ _ — 

43 

41 

18 

16 

9 

11 

24 

25 

6 

% 

7 

EAST 


Kind  of  farmers 

United 

States 

East 

United 

States 

East 

United 

States 

East 

United 

States 

East 

United 

States 

East 

Beef _ _ 

69 

76 

14 

22 

6 

2 

7 

0 

4 

0 

Dairy _ _ _ 

59 

68 

14 

19 

8 

7 

9 

2 

10 

4 

Feed  grains . . . . 

50 

87 

14 

6 

7 

2 

20 

4 

9 

i 

Fruit  and  vegetables _ 

69 

80 

12 

8 

6 

5 

5 

2 

8 

5 

General... . 

66 

86 

12 

12 

7 

2 

9 

0 

6 

0 

Hogs _ _ 

44 

88 

19 

6 

11 

0 

14 

0 

12 

6 

Poultry _ _ _ — 

i  i 

80 

14 

14 

1 

1 

3 

3 

5 

2 

Sheep _ _ _ 

64 

81 

14 

8 

6 

4 

6 

0 

10 

7 

Wheat . 

43 

78 

'  18 

17 

9 

5 

24 

0 

6 

0 

WEST 


Kind  of  farmers 

United 

States 

West 

United 

States 

West 

United 

States 

West 

United 

States 

West 

United 

States 

West 

Beef . 

69 

77 

14 

11 

6 

5 

7 

3 

4 

4 

Cotton _ _ _ _ 

41 

33 

17 

33 

16 

21 

15 

9 

11 

4 

Dairy . 

59 

62 

14 

15 

8 

7 

9 

7 

10 

9 

Feed  grains . . . 

50 

68 

14 

12 

7 

3 

20 

11 

9 

6 

Fruit  and  vegetables . . 

69 

65 

12 

14 

6 

6 

5 

6 

8 

9 

General . . 

66 

68 

12 

12 

7 

8 

9 

7 

6 

5 

Poultry . 

77 

76 

14 

12 

1 

3 

3 

0 

5 

9 

Sheep . . . 

64 

70 

14 

10 

6 

8 

6 

5 

10 

7 

Wheat . . . . 

43 

44 

18 

20 

9 

8 

24 

23 

6 

5 

SOUTH 


Kind  of  farmers 

United 

States 

South 

United 

States 

South 

United 

States 

South' 

United 

States 

South 

United 

States 

South 

Beef . 

69 

78 

14 

13 

6 

5 

7 

2 

4 

2 

Cotton _ _ _ _ _ 

41 

43 

17 

13 

16 

15 

15 

15 

11 

14 

69 

72 

14 

14 

8 

3 

9 

8 

10 

3 

60 

68 

14 

ii 

7 

6 

20 

10 

9 

6 

66 

64 

12 

8 

7 

9 

9 

6 

6 

13 

Peanuts  and  rice _ _ 

42 

39 

21 

18 

21 

23 

12 

16 

4 

4 

77 

74 

14 

17 

1 

2 

3 

2 

5 

5 

Tobacco . . . 

60 

51 

2 

2 

16 

19 

21 

26 

1 

2 

43 

4y 

18 

22 

9 

4 

24 

21 

6 

4 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Missouri  [Mr. 
Brown]. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  offer  an  amendment  to  the  sub¬ 
stitute. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Brown  of  Mis¬ 
souri,  to  the  amendment  offered  by  Mr. 
Belcher:  Strike  out  all  the  first  paragraph 
in  section  106  beginning  with  the  words 
“Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  *  *  *” 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 
“Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section 
101  of  this  act,  if  marketing  quotas  are 
disapproved  for  the  1960  crop  of  wheat,  no 
price  support  shall  be  available  for  the  1960 
crop  and  each  subsequent  crop  of  wheat.’’ 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  am  opposed  to  the  Belcher 
amendment,  but  in  case  it  might  be 
adopted,  I  propose  this  amendment:  We 
are  asking  the  wheat  farmers  of  America 
to  face  up  to  the  fact  that  they  are  pro¬ 
ducing  too  much  wheat.  We  are  asking 
them  to  cut  their  acreage  25  percent.  I 
am  asking  the  Congress  to  face  up  to  a 
reality,  also.  If  you  are  going  to  have  a 
price  support  program  you  have  to  have 
production  discipline.  What  kind  of  sil¬ 
liness  is  this  business  of  providing  price 
support,  whether  it  is  50  percent  of 
parity,  or  whatever  it  is,  to  noncooper¬ 
ators?  Actually  both  of  these  bills,  the 
committee  bill  and  the  Belcher  amend¬ 
ment,  offer  price  supports  to  noncoop¬ 
erators.  Now,  you  cannot  have  a  pro¬ 
gram  like  that.  There  has  to  be  pro¬ 
duction  discipline  if  you  are  going  to 
support  prices,  even  at  50  percent  of  par¬ 
ity.  With  unlimited  production.  Gov¬ 
ernment  acquires  more  surplus.  It  costs 
just  as  much  to  store  a  bushel  of  wheat 
that  the  Government  purchases  at  $1.18 
as  it  does  one  that  Government  pur¬ 
chases  at  $2.12.  The  storage  cost  is  the 
same. 

Surely,  the  Benson  corn  fiasco  has 
taught  us  a  lesson. 

Let  us  give  farmers  a  chance  to  vote 
on  the  clear-cut  choice  of  whether  they 
want  production  discipline  and  price 
support  or  unlimited  production  and  no 
price  support.  You  cannot  have  one 
without  the  other.  If  they  vote  for  pro¬ 
duction  controls,  they  will  get  price  sup¬ 
ports,  and  if  they  do  not  vote  for  pro¬ 
duction  controls,  they  do  not  get  any 
price  support.  And  on  that  clear-cut 
basis,  let  us  see  what  the  farmers  want. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Missouri.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  would  just  like  to 
inquire  of  the  gentleman  why  he  is  pro¬ 
posing  his  amendment  as  an  amend¬ 
ment  to  the  Belcher  amendment. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Missouri.  Because 
the  provision  is  in  both  the  Belcher 
amendment  and  the  committee  bill.  I 
hope  to  propose  it  to  the  committee  bill, 
too. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  It  still  would  be  ger¬ 
mane  to  offer  it  at  a  later  date  after 
the  Belcher  amendment  is  defeated. 
You  are  just  attaching  yourself  to  a 
very  unpopular  amendment. 
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Mr.  BROWN  of  Missouri.  I  am  not. 
I  just  want  to  make  sure  it  is  in  the 
Belcher  amendment  if  it  happens  to  be 
adopted. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Minnesota 
[Mr.  QuieI. 

(Mr.  QUIE  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  QUIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  Belcher  amendment. 

Any  of  you  gentlemen  who  think  you 
are  going  to  put  the  little  farmer,  the 
fellow  who  will  have  less  than  15  acres 
of  wheat,  out  of  business  so  that  he  can¬ 
not  raise  wheat  any  more,  are  plain  mis¬ 
taken.  Practically  everyone  who  is 
raising  wheat  has  some  kind  of  allot¬ 
ment.  And,  if  we  are  going  to  have  a 
control  mechanism  for  handling  the 
wheat  situation,  we  have  to  close  this 
loophole  which  has  caused  over  100,000 
new  fanners  to  go  into  the  production  of 
wheat  each  year. 

As  I  pointed  out  earlier,  there  are 
three  reasons  why  the  wheat  program 
has  failed,  and  this  is  one  of  them,  that 
we  exempt  people  who  raise  up  to  15 
acres.  According  to  the  bill,  it  will  be 
up  to  12  acres,  which  could  be  higher 
than  their  allotment.  If  we  continue 
that,  this  program  is  doomed  to  fail,  as  it 
is  failing  now.  One  other  reason  is  that 
farmers  do  plant  more  than  they  are 
allotted.  Then  they  plow  up  their  poor¬ 
est  acres  and  come  within  a  harvested 
allotment.  Now,  an  amendment,  I  un¬ 
derstand,  will  be  offered  which  will 
change  the  Belcher  amendment  so  that 
the  penalty  will  be  on  planted  acres 
rather  than  harvested  acres.  And,  if 
you  think  that  this  bill  does  not  do  any¬ 
thing  to  the  big  farmer  out  in  the  West, 
this  amendment  will.  There  are  many 
big  wheat  farmers  out  West  who  plant 
much  more  than  their  allotment,  then 
they  plow  it  under  and  get  rid  of  their 
poorest  acres.  This  is  another  one  of 
the  big  reasons  why  we  have  this  big 
wheat  surplus,  and  that  amendment  will 
remedy  it. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  this  is  an  im¬ 
portant  amendment,  because  it  would 
actually  get  at  the  three  reasons  why 
this  legislation  has  failed  in  the  past, 
and  it  would  not  do  what  the  committee 
bill  might  tend  to  do,  price  the  wheat 
out  of  the  market,  as  we  have  seen  hap¬ 
pen  in  other  crops,  where  they  have  to 
come  in  and  ask  for  a  reduction  in 
price  supports.  I  plan  to  offer  an 
amendment  so  that  when  the  farmers 
voted  in  the  referendum  it  would  specify 
not  less  than  50  percent,  because  that  is 
too  low  for  the  farmer  to  receive  even 
if  he  should  plant  all  he  wanted. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Iowa  [Mr. 
Smith]. 

(Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks. ) 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
would  just  like  to  point  out  that  one  of 
the  principal  objectives  of  this  legisla¬ 
tion  at  this  time  is  to  reduce  production. 
That  has  got  to  be  a  principal  objective. 
Let  us  take  a  look  at  these  15-acre  ex¬ 
emptions.  The  vast  majority  of  these 


15-acre  farmers  are  feeding  the  wheat 
they  raise.  You  can  cut  all  of  them  out, 
and  you  are  not  going  to  cut  off  14  million 
acres  of  wheat  that  is  sold  in  the  market. 
The  only  way  you  are  going  to  reduce 
the  wheat  produced  and  sold  on  these  14 
million  acres  of  wheat  presently  in 
production  is  to  reduce  the  production  of 
those  that  have  the  big  acreages.  You 
have  to  reduce  that  production  from  big 
wheat  farms  in  order  to  reduce  the  pro¬ 
duction  of  wheat  that  would  be  sold  in 
the  normal  course.  The  55  million  acres 
minimum  and  equitable  price  supports 
provided  should  have  been  reduced  some 
time  ago,  and  we  cannot  alleviate  the 
situation  by  leaving  the  55  million  acres 
in  production  and  at  the  same  time  re¬ 
ducing  price  support.  I  urge  you  to 
oppose  the  Belcher  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Iowa  [Mr. 
CoadL 

Mr.  COAD.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  have 
heard  a  lot  today  as  we  have  heard  for 
the  past  several  years  about  the  attempt 
on  the  part  of  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  to  get  freedom  for  our  American 
farmers.  I  have  done  a  little  bit  of  in¬ 
vestigating  in  the  last  few  weeks  since 
the  opening  of  the  St.  Lawrence  Seaway. 
I  checked  with  the  Canadian  Embassy 
and  I  have  a  statement  from  the  Cana¬ 
dian  Embassy  that  the  Canadian  Wheat 
Board — and  if  anybody  is  familiar  with 
the  Canadian  Wheat  Board,  he  is  familiar 
with  the  fact  that  there  is  not  freedom 
for  the  Canadian  farmer  to  market  be¬ 
yond  his  quota.  And  there  is  not  free¬ 
dom  on  price.  It  is  about  $1.25  per 
bushel.  There  is  not  freedom  for  pro¬ 
duction  nor  for  price  in  Canada.  But 
the  Canadian  Wheat  Board  is  turning 
back  the  saving  derived  from  shipping 
by  the  St.  Lawrence  Seaway  to  the  pro¬ 
ducer. 

What  kind  of  an  effort  is  being  made 
by  our  Department  of  Agriculture  to  get 
the  amount  that  is  saved  from  using  the 
St.  Lawrence  Seaway  back  to  our  pro¬ 
ducers?  According  to  the  reply  to  my 
inquiries  at  the  Department  there  is  no 
program  to  make  any  return  to  our  grain 
producers. 

How  much  money  is  the  freedom  that 
our  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  giving  to 
our  farmers  putting  in  his  pocket?  I 
think  the  real,  substantial  part  of  any 
program,  by  what  we  vote  or  do,  either 
in  the  Department  or  in  our  committees, 
should  be  geared  to  trying  to  hold  up  the 
income  of  our  farmers  at  the  same  time 
limiting  production.  That  is  not  guar¬ 
anteed  by  the  Belcher  amendment,  but 
it  is  substantially  guaranteed  in  the  com¬ 
mittee  bill.  I  should  like  to  be  on  record 
as  being  against  the  Belcher  amendment, 
and  as  being  in  support  of  the  committee 
bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Michigan  [Mr. 
Bentley]. 

Mr.  BENTLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  can¬ 
not  say  that  I  am  terribly  enthusiastic 
about  either  the  committee  bill  or  the 
Belcher  version  as  far  as  really  meeting 
and  solving  this  wheat  problem  is  con¬ 
cerned,  principally  for  two  reasons.  In 
the  first  place,  both  of  them,  I  think, 
overlook  the  fact  that  acreage  controls 


by  themselves  have  been  found  to  be  in¬ 
sufficient  to  control  wheat  production, 
thanks  to  the  genius  of  the  American 
farmer  in  being  able  to  increase  his  yield 
per  acre  for  reasons  known  to  all  of  us. 
Until  we  get  a  system  at  least  of  com¬ 
bined  acreage  allotments  and  bushelage 
allotments  on  this  wheat  production,  I 
do  not  think  acreage  controls  of  and  by 
themselves  are  going  to  offer  any  answer 
at  all  to  our  wheat  problem. 

Secondly,  the  reason  I  am  not  too  en¬ 
thusiastic  about  either  one  of  these  ver¬ 
sions  is  because  I  think  they  overlook  the 
fact  that  as  long  as  we  have  different 
types  of  wheat  in  this  country,  as  long 
as  certain  types  of  wheat  contribute  the 
vast  majority  of  the  wheat  that  is  going 
into  Government  storage  at  the  present 
time,  as  long  as  we  have  different  pro¬ 
duction  costs  for  growing  wheat  in  vari¬ 
ous  parts  of  the  country,  I  think  it  only 
makes  good  sense  to  try  to  work  out  some 
system  that  will  provide  .varying  levels 
of  price  support,  depending  upon  which 
type  of  wheat  one  is  going  to  produce 
and  which  types  of  wheat  are  moved 
into  commercial  channels,  and  which 
types  of  wheat  go  into  Government  stor¬ 
age. 

When  we  consider  that  we  have  Soft 
Red  Winter  wheat,"  and  White  wheat  that 
together  is  estimated  only  to  represent 
54  million  bushels  of  carryover  begin¬ 
ning  on  July  1,  1958,  out  of  a  total  of 
1,283  million  bushels  carryover  of  which 
by  far  the  largest  part  is  Hard  Red  Win¬ 
ter  wheat  and  Hard  Red  Spring  wheat, 
and  when  we  compare  production  costs 
for  the  soft  wheats  and  the  hard  wheats, 
I  think  it  only  makes  good  sense  to  try 
to  work  out  something  to  provide  vary¬ 
ing  levels  of  price  supports  depending 
upon  these  individual  factors. 

r  am  disappointed  that  members  of  the 
committee  on  either  side  of  the  aisle 
have  not  taken  these  two  factors  into 
consideration,  factors  which,  I  believe, 
would  really  be  helpful  in  controlling  our 
wheat  production. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Tennessee  [Mr. 
Bass]. 

[Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee  addressed  the 
Committee.  His  remarks  will  appear 
hereafter  in  the  Appendix.] 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Washington 
[Mr.  PellyL 

Mr.  PELLY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  an 
amendment  that  I  wanted  to  offer  to  the 
substitute  to  the  Belcher  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
may  speak  on  his  amendment,  but  no 
amendments  may  be  offered  at  this  time. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Chairman,  a 
parliamentary  inquiry.  Would  it  be  pos¬ 
sible  to  dispose  of  some  of  these  amend¬ 
ments  at  this  time? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  It  would  be  if  there 
were  no  objection.  The  time  for  debate 
on  the  pending  amendments  has  been 
limited. 

Mr.  PELLY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
sorry  the  parliamentary  situation  is 
such  that  I  cannot  enter  an  amendment 
to  H.R.  7246,  similar  to  the  amendment 
I  offered  to  the  tobacco  price  support 
bill.  It  would  have  prohibited  employees 
of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  or  the 
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legislative  branch  of  Government,  in¬ 
cluding  Members  of  Congress,  from 
benefiting  under  the  wheat  support  pro¬ 
gram.  In  this  case,  however,  I  added  a 
clarifying  sentence  to  exempt  any  mem¬ 
bers  of  local  agricultural  committees 
from  the  provisions  of  this  section. 
This  was  because  objection  was  raised  in 
connection  with  the  tobacco  bill  to  its 
possibly  covering  members  of  ASC  com¬ 
mittees  who  are  elected  by  the  farmers 
of  the  various  communities,  people  who 
themselves  are  in  fact  farmers. 

The  purpose  of  my  amendment  was  to 
establish  a  standard  of  ethics  similar  to 
the  principle  contained  in  rule  VIII  of 
the  House  Rules  which  calls  for  absten¬ 
tion  in  voting  on  measures  in  which  a 
Member  has  ^  direct  pecuniary  interest. 
I  have  long  advocated  and  indeed  intro¬ 
duced  legislation  to  set  up  a  code  of 
ethics  for  Federal  employees  and  those 
in  public  service. 

In  the  last  session  of  Congress,  there 
was  much  talk  about  the  need  for  laws 
to  clearly  set  forth  such  a  set  of  stand¬ 
ards  and  to  eliminate  conflicts  of  inter¬ 
est.  However,  that  talk  has  all  died 
>,  down  and  it  appears  that  no  such  legis- 
1  lation  or  ethics  bill  will  ever  reach  the 
floor  of  this  House. 

Accordingly,  my  amendment  would  al¬ 
low  members  to  vote  on  a  measure  of 
this  character  piecemeal  by  the  intro¬ 
duction  of  amendments  to  various  bills 
to  prohibit  benefiting  from  programs  by 
those  who  originate  and  administer  the 
laws. 

Mr.  Chairman,  a  recent  newspaper 
survey  stated  that  35  Members  of 
Congress  have  shared  in  farm  sub¬ 
sidies.  I  am  not  pointing  the  finger  at 
any  of  these  Members  and  wish  to  say 
that  under  existing  conditions  these  in¬ 
dividuals  are  exercising  the  same  privil¬ 
ege  as  any  other  citizens  and  there  is 
certainly  nothing  wrong  about  that. 
However,  as  previously  mentioned,  I  feel 
that  in  the  field  of  ethics  one  is  expected 
to  avoid  any  possible  basis  of  criticism 
even  though  one  has  to  make  a  personal 
sacrifice  in  order  to  enter  public  service. 
\  It  would  be  preferable  to  have  a  code 
'  of  ethics  covering  conflicts  of  interest 
and  ethics  generally.  I  would  like  to 
see  strong  penalities  written  into  that 
law.  Meanwhile,  since  we  cannot  seem 
to  get  this  in  one  piece,  I  am  trying  to 
accomplish  the  job  piecemeal. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
Jennings!  . 

(Mr.  JENNINGS  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
think  iti  s  time  we  got  down  to  the  meat 
of  this  program  and  separated  the 
wheat  from  the  chaff.  First  of  all,  we  are 
talking  in  the  Belcher  amendment  about 
a  group  of  farmers  that  the  gentleman 
wants  to  take  all  the  cut,  the  little  15- 
acre  farmer.  Just  bear  in  mind,  first  of 
all,  that  they  are  all  east  of  the  Missis¬ 
sippi  River.  I  sat  on  this  committee  for 
some  5  years.  It  wras  with  great  re¬ 
luctance  that  I  agreed  that  these  15-acre 
fanners  should  take  any  cut  whatsoever 


because  wheat  fits  into  the  rotation  of 
their  crops.  They  might  grow  com  one 
year  and  then  grow  wheat  the  next 
year  and  seed  it  to  small  grain  next  year 
and  so  -forth.  However,  I  realize  if  we 
are  going  to  get  at  the  real  source  of 
this  wheat  program  and  get  the  supply 
in  line  with  demand,  it  is  necessary  that 
we  take  some  cuts.  In  this  committee 
bill,  we  are  taking  a  cut  from  55  million 
acres  down  to  41  million  acres.  All  of 
us  are  taking  a,  cut  of  25  percent,  but  let 
me  tell  you  what  would  happen  under 
the  Belcher  amendment.  Every  single 
reduction  comes  from  the  little  15-acre 
farmer  and  not  one  reduction  comes 
from  the  big  farmer  because  the  55  mil¬ 
lion  acre  minimum  stays  in  effect.  Of 
course,  he  says  if  they  overplant,  they 
are  going  to  take  some  little  reduction. 
Furthermore,  these  little  15-acre  farm¬ 
ers  that  I  am  talking  about,  in  the  State 
of  Virignia  we  have  44,987  of  these  little 
wheat  farmers  out  of  a  total  of  48,892 
wheat  farmers,  or  92  percent  who  would 
be  affected  by  this  amendment  and  they 
all  grow  the  Red  Winter  bread  type 
wheat  which  is  not  in  surplus. 

I  am  opposed  to  the  Belcher  amend¬ 
ment  and  ask  for  its  defeat  in  the  inter¬ 
est  of  our  small  wheat  farmers  which  I 
am  privileged  to  represent. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Michigan 
[Mr.  Hoffman]. 

(Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

[Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan  ad¬ 
dressed  the  Committee.  His  remarks 
will  appear  hereafter  in  the  Appendix.] 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
LattaL 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield  for  a  brief  observa¬ 
tion? 

Mr.  LATTA.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture  said  this  wheat  situation  is  the  most 
critical  problem  involved  in  the  whole 
farm  program.  I  agree  with  that.  I 
would  like  to  say  at  this  point  that  it  is 
an  expensive  program  that  has  con¬ 
tinued  to  pile  up  surplus  after  surplus 
under  rules  that  might  have  been 
changed  had  this  Congress  so  desired,  a 
Congress,  may  I  say,  that  has  been 
Democratic  for  the  last  4  or  5  years. 

I  would  just  like  to  make  this  brief 
observation:  The  committee  bill,  in  my 
considered  judgment,  will  not  solve 
either  the  problem  of  surpluses  or  the 
continuing  increased  cost  to  the  tax¬ 
payers  of  the  country. 

The  Belcher  substitute  will  do  some¬ 
thing  in  that  direction  and  do  it  fairly 
and  equitally,  effectively  and  well.  So, 
as  far  as  I  am  concerned,  I  am  going  to 
support  the  Belcher  substitute,  and  I 
would  just  like  to  say  to  my  friends  on 
the  other  side  of  the  aisle:  If  you  do  not 
support  it  and  vote  through  the  commit¬ 
tee  bill — and,  of  course,  you  have  the 
votes  to  do  it — you  will  have  a  program 
that  is  going  to  continue  to  pile  up  sur¬ 


pluses  and  cost  untold  sums  of  money, 
and  you  will  have  to  take  the  responsi¬ 
bility  for  it. 

I  thank  the  gentleman  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  LATTA.  I  may  say  that  at  the 
proper  time  I  expect  to  offer  an  amend¬ 
ment  which  will  reinsert  the  15-acre  pro¬ 
vision  which  the  gentleman  on  my  left 
talked  about. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Kansas  IMr. 
Avery], 

Mr.  AVERY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  wish 
to  make  just  this  brief  observation.  I 
can  understand  the  feeling  of  my  col¬ 
leagues  who  come  from  historical  non¬ 
wheat-producing  States  with  regard  to 
this  15-acre  proposal,  and  I  hope  those 
people  can  understand  our  feelings  on 
this  matter.  If  we  had  the  climate  and 
other  conditions  that  were  necessary,  if 
we  could  get  into  the  production  of 
tobacco,  and  other  things  that  histori¬ 
cally  belong  to  the  Southern  States,  it 
would  affect  your  markets  and  your 
economy  and  we  would  be  taking  away 
from  you  something  that  historically 
belongs  to  you. 

So  it  is  with  regard  to  the  wheat- 
producing  area  in  the  Middle  West. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  back  the  bal¬ 
ance  of  my  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mi-. 
Michel], 

(Mr.  MICHEL  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  in  view 
of  the  parliamentary  situation  I  am  pre¬ 
cluded  from  offering  my  amendment  at 
•this  time,  but  I  shall  offer  it  at  the  proper 
time,  but  I  take  this  opportunity  to  ex¬ 
plain  exactly  what  it  will  do. 

It  is  the  same  amendment  I  offered  to 
the  tobacco  bill  yesterday  except  that  the 
word  “wheat”  is  substituted  for  the  word 
“tobacco.” 

I  do  this  because  I  am  confident  that 
the  Belcher  substitute  will  prevail.  If 
the  amendment  is  not  made  to  the  sub¬ 
stitute  and  the  substitute  does  prevail 
we  will  be  without  any  limitation  on  this 
amount  whatsoever. 

Now,  if  I  may,  I  will  take  a  moment  to 
address  myself  to  the  reference  made 
relative  to  how  we  are  discriminating 
against  the  poor  little  wheat  farmers 
who  grow  less  than  15  acres. 

The  Belcher  substitute  addresses  it¬ 
self  to  this  discrepancy  in  the  whole 
program  through  the  years,  and  that 
applies  in  my  own  district  where  people 
have  been  growing  15  acres  of  wheat 
who  did  not  have  any  business  growing 
w'heat  in  a  corn  and  soybean  area.  They 
never  grew  it  in  years  past,  but  now  with 
the  15-acre  exemption  they  do. 

When  I  was  a  kid  and  rode  a  plow  be¬ 
hind  a  set  of  mules  I  never  saw  an  acre  of 
wheat:  now  everybody  is  growing  15 
acres. 

When  I  go  out  to  Kansas  I  expect  to 
see  great  wheat  farms.  When  I  go  down 
to  Mississippi  I  expect  to  see  great  cot¬ 
ton  and  peanut  plantations,  and  that  is 
as  it  should  be.  I  do  not  expect  to  see 
corn,  yet  a  Member  of  the  other  body 
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offered  an  amendment  to  an  appropria¬ 
tion  bill  for  $100,000  to  start  a  corn  re¬ 
search  laboratory  down  in  Mississippi. 
Now  I  suppose  you  want  to  grow  corn  in 
addition  to  your  cotton  and  your  pea¬ 
nuts. 

That  is  what  is  wrong  with  the  whole 
program  throughout  the  length  and 
breadth  of  the  country.  The  wrongs  can 
only  be  righted  by  action  taken  here  in 
the  Congress. 

The  debate  here  today  is  vivid  evi¬ 
dence  that  the  wheat  problem  is  one  of 
the  most  serious  situations  facing  the 
Congress.  The  magnitude  of  the  wheat 
problem  emphasizes  the  need  for  us  to 
act  courageously  and  decisively  after  a 
careful  study  of  all  the  facts. 

The  wheat  problem  stands  at  the  door 
of  Congress  like  an  unwelcome  bill  col¬ 
lector.  Congress  is  being  presented  with 
a  multimillion  dollar  bill  which  no  one 
wants  to  accept.  There  has  been  con¬ 
siderable  discussion  here  as  to  who  is 
responsible  for  the  tremendous  bill. 

Now  certainly  there  is  some  value  in 
determining  what  and  who  is  responsible 
for  the  outmoded  obsolete  wheat  pro¬ 
grams  that  have  brought  us  to  our  pres¬ 
ent  difficulties.  But  the  important  thing 
here  today  is  for  this  Congress  to  pass 
reasonable,  realistic,  and  beneficial 
wheat  legislation  so  that  the  unwanted 
bill  collector  does  not  keep  coming  back 
to  our  collective  congressional  door  year 
after  year  after  year. 

There  are  apparently  some  persons  in 
this  Chamber  who  wish  to  ignore  the 
experience  of  history  and  also  errone¬ 
ously  believe  our  unwanted  annual 
visitor — the  wheat  problem — will  go 
away  if  we  but  ignore  it. 

Nothing  could  be  further  from  the 
truth.  The  fact  is,  that  unless  Congress 
acts  wisely  with  sound  wheat  legislation 
our  unwanted  bill  collector  will  return 
with  regularity.  The  only  difference 
will  be  that  the  bill  presented  will  grow 
larger  and  more  difficult  to  pay. 

I  wash  to  vigorously  oppose  H.R.  7246, 
the  Cooley  bill,  because  if  enacted  into 
law  it  would  help  neither  farmers  nor 
consumers. 

By  increasing  price  supports  on  wheat 
and  reducing  acreage,  it  will  encourage 
increased  production  on  the  remaining 
acres  and  decrease  consumption.  The 
effect  is  obvious.  It  will  further  build 
up  the  wheat  carryover  and  increase 
Government  costs. 

This  bill  would  perpetuate  most  of  the 
mistakes  so  evident  in  existing  wheat 
programs.  It  would  be  a  repetition  of 
programs  that  experience  has  proven  to 
be  ineffective. 

It  would  be  somewhat  analogous  to  a 
football  coach  ordering  his  quarterback 
to  keep  repeating  a  particular  play  even 
though  every  time  they  tried  it  the  team 
lost  yardage.  After  several  setbacks  the 
coach  and  the  quarterback  both  would 
know  enough  to  try  another  play. 

With  existing  wheat  legislation  we  are 
suffering  setback  after  setback.  Con¬ 
gress  has  a  responsibility  to  set  the  gen¬ 
eral  policies  and  give  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  a  workable  realistic  program. 
One  of  the  favorite  indoor  sports  in 
Washington  now  days  is  the  attempt  by 


some  Members  of  Congress  to  blame  a 
dedicated  and  capable  Secretary  of 
Agriculture,  Ezra  Taft  Benson  for  farm 
problems. 

I  would  remind  my  colleagues  that 
Congress,  like  a  good  football  coach,  has 
the  responsibility  to  establish  basic 
policies  for  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  team  to  follow.  Secretary  Ben¬ 
son  is  doing  an  outstanding  job  of 
quarterbacking  the  team,  but  he  cannot 
be  expected  to  make  headway  unless 
Congress  gives  him  an  opportunity  to 
try  some  other  plans  than  the  ones  that 
have  consistently  provided  setbacks  in 
recent  years. 

Secretary  Benson  and  the  administra¬ 
tion  are  striving  to  change  the  obsolete 
wheat  laws.  In  essence.  Congress  is  be¬ 
ing  asked  to  provide  a  new  set  of  plays 
so  we  can  make  some  headway  against 
the  very  formidable  opponent  of  mount¬ 
ing  wheat  surpluses. 

There  is  no  need  for  me  to  repeat  some 
of  the  statistics  that  have  been  repeated 
today  by  the  leadership  by  both  sides  of 
the  aisle.  Let  me  only  say  that  the 
carryover  as  of  July  1,  1959,  will  be  about 
iy3  billion  bushels — equal  to  nearly  two 
years  domestic  requirements.  This  tre¬ 
mendous  surpluses  of  wheat  now  bursting 
Government  financed  storage  bins  is 
costing  taxpayers  the  incredible  sum 
of  nearly  a  million  dollars  a  day  in  stor¬ 
age  and  interest  just  to  store  it. 

We  must  not  continue  the  folly  of  the 
old  wheat  program.  We  must  instill 
commonsense  into  wheat  legislation  for 
the  benefit  of  both  farmers  and  con¬ 
sumers. 

The  President  and  the  administration 
have  recommended  a  reasonable,  real¬ 
istic,  and  beneficial  wheat  program  that 
should  be  passed  immediately. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  California  [Mr. 
Hagen], 

(Mr.  HAGEN  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  HAGEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it. 

Mr.  HAGEN.  I  have  had  an  amend¬ 
ment  at  the  Clerk’s  desk  for  some  time. 
When  may  it  be  offered? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  It  cannot  be  offered 
until  the  pending  amendment  is  disposed 
of.  The  gentleman  may  proceed. 

Mr.  HAGEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want 
to  say  to  you  people  from  the  urban  areas 
who  feel  a  little  uncertain  and  confused 
about  this  whole  issue,  that  I  do  not 
blame  you.  We  studied  this  bill  in  our 
committee  for  months  and  months,  and 
heard  and  reheard  witnesses,  and  then 
the  bill  went  in  and  out  of  the  committee 
three  times,  like  a  yo-yo,  before  finally 
being  argued  before  the  Rules  Com¬ 
mittee. 

Examine  the  Federal  budget  and  you 
do  not  have  to  turn  very  far  to  find  any 
expenditure  that  is  of  urban  orientation, 
but  you  do  not  have  to  look  very  far  to 
find  something  that  is  of  rural  orienta¬ 
tion.  I  would  like  to  comment  further 
on  the  subject  of  consistency.  I  have 
learned  on  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 


that  consistency  is  not  a  virtue.  We  have 
the  same  Members  up  here  today  advo¬ 
cating  giving  everybody  15  acres  of  wheat 
who  yesterday  opposed  giving  everybody 
2  acreas  of  tobacco. 

The  Belcher  amendment,  as  I  have 
indicated  before,  will  provide  some  per¬ 
manent  improvement  in  the  wheat  pro¬ 
gram.  The  committee  bill  does  nothing 
permanent,  it  does  nothing  even  tempo¬ 
rarily,  to  greatly  reduce  this  surplus.  It 
increases  the  price  tag  on  wheat  from 
$1.81  per  bushel  to  $2.13  per  bushel,  and 
it  is  going  to  cost  the  taxpayers  a  great 
deal  more  money  than  the  current  sit¬ 
uation. 

At  the  proper  time  I  will  offer  an 
amendment  to  the  Belcher  bill  which  I 
feel  will  make  it  accomplish  much  more 
in  the  way  of  reduction  of  production 
than  it  does  currently,  and  I  hope  it  will 
be  accepted.  I  understand  the  author  of 
the  Belcher  amendment  will  accept  it. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Iowa  [Mr. 
Hoeven]. 

(Mr.  HOEVEN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  may 
say  to  the  gentleman  from  California 
[Mr.  Hagen]  regarding  his  amendment 
relating  to  the  basis  of  planted  acres 
rather  than  harvested  acres,  that  I  for 
one  will  accept  such  an  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  my  general  remarks 
on  the  bill  on  yesterday  I  laid  down  two 
criteria  if  we  are  to  have  effective  legis¬ 
lation.  The  first  is  that  legislation  must 
actually  bring  about  a  reduction  in  the 
surplus  of  wheat  and,  secondly,  it  must 
be  shown  that  any  new  proposal  must 
cost  less  money  than  the  present  pro¬ 
gram. 

The  Belcher  substitute  will  reduce 
production.  It  will  reduce  production 
from  150  million  to  175  million  bushels 
a  year. 

Now  as  to  cost,  and  you  are  all  inter¬ 
ested  in  cost,  may  I  present  the  follow¬ 
ing  tables : 

Estimated  cost  to  CCC  under  Belcher  amend¬ 
ment  assuming  marketing  quotas  are  ap¬ 
proved 

I.  PRICE  SUPPORT  ACTIVITIES 


Allotted  acres . . . . . . .  55, 0(10,  000 

Estimated  harvested  acres  (allowing  for 
normal  abandonment  and  underplant¬ 
ing  of  allotment  and  conservation  re¬ 
serve)--.  . . . . .  48,  500,  000 

Estimated  yield,  22.5  bushels  per  acre 

Estimated  production  (bushels) . .  1,  090,  000,  000 

Estimated  utilization  (500,000,000  bushels 
of  food,  120,000,000  bushels  of  feed  and 
seed.  450,000,000  bushels  of  exports), 

total  bushels - - -  1, 070, 000,  000 

Estimated  net  increase  in  CCC  stocks 
(bushels) _ _  20, 000, 000 

Estimated  cost  to  CCC  in  increased  inven¬ 
tory  at  $2  per  bushel _ _ _  $40, 000,  000 

Increased  cost  to  CCC  from  other  grains 

acquired _ 140,000,000 

Export  subsidy  on  wheat  (450,000,000 
bushels,  at  50  cents) . .  225,000, 000 


Total .  405, 000,  000 


n.  PRESENT  PROGRAM 

CCC  acquisition  costs  (130,000,000  bushels, 

at  $2)— . . . - . - . .  $260,000,000 

Export  subsidy  (450,000,000  bushels,  at  50 
cents) .  225,000,000 


Total . . . .  485,  000,  000 

Savings  in  cash  outlay  to  CCC . .  80, 000, 000 


1959 
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Estimated  savings  in  cash  outlay  by  CCC 
under  Belcher  amendment  assuming  mar¬ 
keting  quotas  are  voted  out 


Price  support  operations: 

■Estimated  acres  seeded . - . .  79, 000, 000 

Estimated  acres  harvested  (11  percent 

abandonment) _ _ _  70, 000, 000 

Estimated  harvested  yield  (bushels 

per  acre) _ _  21 

Estimated  production  (bushels) _  1,470,000,000 

Estimated  disappearance  (bushels) ...  1, 230, 000, 000 
Estimated  net  increase  in  CCC  inven¬ 
tory  (bushels) .  240. 000, 000 


Estimated  acquisition  cost,  at  $1.40  per 
bushel  (includes  price  support  at  $1.18 
plus  normal  costs  of  handling  incident  to 

acquisition) . . . . .  $335, 000, 000 

Savings  from  less  CCC  acquisition  of  , 
other  grains _  200,000,000 


Net  cost  to  CCC  of  additional 
wheat . . .  135,000,000 


Present  wheat  program: 

CCC  acquisition  costs  (130,000,000 

bushels,  at  $2) . . . . . .  260, 000, 000 

Export  subsidy  (450,000,000  bushels, 
at  50  cents) ...T. _ _ _ _ _  225, 000, 000 


Total.... . . . . .  485,000,000 

Savings  in  cash  outlay  by  CCC... .  350,000,000 


If  marketing  quotas  are  approved  un¬ 
der  the  Belcher  amendment,  there  will 
be  a  saving  of  $80  million.  If  market¬ 
ing  quotas  are  voted  out,  there  will  be 
a  saving  of  $350  million.  That  “ain’t” 
hay. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Belcher  substitute 
should  be  adopted.  It  has  the  approval 
of  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  the 
American  Farm  Bureau,  and  all  those 
who  want  sound  wheat  legislation.  It  is 
our  best  hope  if  you  really  want  wheat 
legislation  enacted  into  law  at  this  ses¬ 
sion  of  the  Congress. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Oklahoma 
[Mr.  Belcher], 

[Mr.  BELCHER  addressed  the  Com¬ 
mittee.  His  remarks  will  appear  here¬ 
after  in  the  Appendix.] 

(Mr.  BOLAND  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
McCormack)  was  given  permission  to 
extend  his  remarks  at  this  point  in  the 
Record.) 

Mr.  BOLAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  H.R.  7264,  the  wheat 
program  for  1960  and  1961,  and  substi¬ 
tute  proposals. 

The  farm  program  has  become  a  na¬ 
tional  disgrace.  I  think  that  we  ought 
to  kill  this  multibillion  dollar  wheat 
scheme  entirely.  It  appears  that  this 
is  the  only  way  in  which  the  American 
taxpayer  can  bring  the  farming  industry 
to  realize  that  the  American  public  is 
fed  up  with  a  continuance  of  this  scan¬ 
dalous  program. 

The  United  States  now  has  more  than 
a  2-year  supply  of  wheat  on  hand  in 
storage  bins.  It  has  cost  the  Govern¬ 
ment  over  $3  billion  of  the  taxpayers 
money  to  purchase  the  grain  and  for 
storage.  Despite  this  oversupply,  we  are 
asked  today  to  approve  alternate  pro¬ 
grams  which  will  not  reduce  the  wheat 
supply  nor  cut  the  cost  to  the  taxpayers. 

Wheat  is  being  produced  today  for 
as  little  as  60  cents  a  bushel  and  Uncle 
Sam  is  being  asked  to  pay  the  farmer 
$1.90  a  bushel  for  his  surplus.  This  is 
an  unrealistic  program  which  is  making 
the  prosperous  farm  proprietors  richer 
and  bigger. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  will  never  come  to 
grips  with  this  problem  until  we  kill  the 


present  program  with  its  unconscion¬ 
able  incentives  that  add  fuel  and  fan 
the  flames  of  the  farm  conflagration 
that  continues  to  grow  and  spread. 
There  must  be,  there  has  to  be,  a  better 
way  to  tackle  the  problem.  We  just  can¬ 
not  go  on  compounding  this  problem  as 
the  legislative  proposals  before  us  would 
do. 

There  is  so  much  wheat  now  stacked 
up  in  Government  warehouses  that  we 
could  kill  this  program  today  and  not 
grow  another  bushel,  and  we  will  still 
have  enough  wheat  to  take  care  of  our 
American  and  foreign  needs. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  said  this  before 
and  I  repeat  it  now.  The  consumers  of 
my  district  have  a  real  stake  in  seeing 
that  the  abuses  in  this  program  are  cor¬ 
rected  on  a  reasonable  basis,  instead  of 
permitting  a  perpetuation  of  the  current 
scandal. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Massachu¬ 
setts  [Mr.  McCormack]. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  have  listened  attentively  to  the  de¬ 
bate,  which  has  been  on  a  very  high 
plane.  One  thing  is  certain:  Everybody 
recognizes  that  something  has  got  to 
be  done.  Everybody  recognizes  that  in 
the  national  interest  and  the  best  in¬ 
terest  of  our  country  some  legislation 
must  pass  in  order  to  assure  the  wheat- 
producing  areas  of  our  agricultural 
community  an  opportunity  to  live  and 
to  survive. 

Now,  under  the  committee  bill  there 
is  going  to  be  a  reduction  of  25  percent 
or  about  14  million  acres  of  wheat, 
which*  is  a  matter  of  vital  importance. 
Under  the  Belcher  amendment  there  is 
no  assurance  of  any  such  reduction,  be¬ 
cause  the  result  of  the  Belcher  amend¬ 
ment  will  be  to  assure  high  production. 

Under  the  committee  bill  the  small 
farmer  is  protected,  and  under  the 
Belcher  amendment  he  is  not  pro¬ 
tected.  The  Belcher  amendment,  as 
usual,  coming  from  the  Republican  side, 
protects  the  big  fellow.  The  committee 
bill,  coming  from  the  Democratic  side, 
is  in  the  interest  of  the  small  fellow  as 
well  as  not  being  discriminatory  against 
the  big  producer. 

Now,  my  friend,  the  gentleman  from 
Oklahoma  [Mr.  Belcher],  referred  to 
the  gentleman  from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Al¬ 
bert].  There  is  no  more  dedicated 
Member  of  the  Congress  than  the 
gentleman  from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Al¬ 
bert]  .  He  sits  here  as  a  Democrat,  but 
he  is  a  great  American.  He  is  the 
chairman  of  this  subcommittee,  and  for 
6  months  under  his  chairmanship  this 
subcommittee  has  devoted  itself  assidu¬ 
ously  to  this  most  important  and  re¬ 
sponsible  task.  You  heard  his  speech 
earlier  today.  Did  you  ever  hear  a  more 
sincere  and  dedicated  legislator  speak¬ 
ing  than  my  friend  the  gentleman  from 
Oklahoma  [Mr.  Albert]  ;  a  man 
thinking'  in  the  interest  of  the 
fariper  in  a  fair  way  and  think¬ 
ing  of  the  interest  of  the  country? 
With  all  due  respect  to  my  friend  the 
gentleman  from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Bel¬ 
cher],  if  I  had  to  select  between  him 
and  the  gentleman  from  Oklahoma 
[Mr.  Albert],  I  am  willing  to  follow 
Carl  Albert’s  leadership. 


The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  North  Carolina 
[Mr.  Cooley]  to  close  debate. 

Mi*.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
like  to  conclude  debate  on  the  Belcher 
amendment  by  pointing  out  to  the  House, 
particularly  to  those  gentleman  on  the 
other  side  of  the  aisle,  that  the  Belcher 
amendment  repudiates,  in  fact,  one  of 
the  great  recommendations  made  by  the 
President  of  the  United  States.  In  his 
message  on  January  29,  the  President 
said  this  in  making  his  recommenda¬ 
tions:  Eliminate  the  55-million-acre 
minimum  to  allow  adjusting  acreage  to 
the  amount  of  wheat  that  can  be  sold 
for  dollars  under  the  price  support  that 
prevails.  Now,  that  has  been  completely 
ignored  by  the  gentleman  from  Okla¬ 
homa  [Mr.  Belcher].  And,  he  admits 
on  the  floor  of  the  House  that  all  we  will 
have  accomplished  by  his  amendment  is 
to  eliminate  the  small  wheat  producer 
whose  acreage  is  under  15  acres.  In 
other  words,  the  Belcher  amendment 
proposes  to  plow  under  for  ever  and  ever 
all  of  the  little  wheat  producers  of 
America. 

Now,  some  years  ago  we  had  a  lot  to 
say  about  plowing  under  crops  and  about 
plowing  under  little  pigs,  but  as  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  now  is  operat¬ 
ing,  we  are  plowing  the  farmers  under 
at  the  rate  of  about  1  million  a  year. 
Now,  in  addition  to  the  4  million  that 
have  been  plowed  under  since  1953,  the 
proposal  is  that  we  plow  under  all  other 
little  wheatgrowers. 

I  want  it  clearly  understood  that  if  the 
Belcher  amendment  prevails,  the  wheat 
problem  will  be  aggravated  and  the  more 
than  $3  billion  we  now  have  invested  in 
wheat  will  be  substantially  increased  in 
the  next  year,  and  finally  the  wheat  pro¬ 
gram  will  break  down  the  whole  farm 
pi’ogram,  which  I  think  is  vital  to  the 
welfare  and  the  happiness  of  all  of  our 
people. 

So,  I  hope,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  the 
Belcher  amendment  and  all  amendments 
thereto  will  be  defeated  and  then  we  will 
move  on  to  the  consideration  of  the  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Missouri  [Mr.  Brown]  to  the 
Belcher  amendment. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  di¬ 
vision  (demanded  by  Mr.  Brown  of  Mis¬ 
souri)  there  were — ayes  35,  noes  92. 

So  the  amendment  to  the  amendment 
was  rejected. 

Mr.  QUIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Quie  to  the 
amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Belcher  :  On  page 
1,  line  9,  strike  out  “50”  and  insert  in  lieu 
thereof  the  words  “not  less  than  50.” 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Quie], 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  HAGEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment  to  the  Belcher  amend¬ 
ment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Hagen  to  the 
amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Belcher:  On  page 
7  add  the  following  new  section: 
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“Sec.  7.  Subsection  (c)  of  section  374  of 
the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended,  is  amended  effective  with  respect  to 
the  1960  and  subsequent  crops  of  wheat  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following:  ‘The 
provisions  of  this  subsection  (c)  shall  not 
apply  to  the  acreage  planted  to  wheat  if 
such  acreage  exceeds  the  applicable  farm 
wheat  acreage  allotment  by  more  than  3  per¬ 
cent  or  3  acres,  whichever  is  greater.  The 
acreage  planted  to  wheat  on  a  farm  shall  in¬ 
clude  all  acreage  planted  to  wheat  for  any 
purpose  and  self-seeded  (volunteer)  wheat, 
except — 

"‘(1)  Any  acreage  of  self-seeded  (volun¬ 
teer)  wheat  that  is  disposed  of  prior  to  har¬ 
vest  in  accordance  with  regulations  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Secretary; 

“‘(2)  Any  acreage  of  wheat  which  is 
planted  for  cover  crop  in  counties  designated 
by  the  Secretary  as  counties  where  wheat  is 
normally  used  as  cover  crop  and  which  is 
disposed  of  prior  to  harvest  in  accordance 
with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary; 
and  acreage  devoted  solely  to  wheat  for  pas¬ 
turage  in  accordance  with  regulations  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Secretary;  and 

“‘(3)  Any  acreage  of  wheat  planted  with 
other  grain  which  is  disposed  of  prior  to  har¬ 
vest  in  accordance  with  regulations  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Secretary  or  with  respect  to 
which  the  producer  establishes  to  the  satis¬ 
faction  of  the  Secretary  in  accordance  with 
regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  that 
the  quantity  of  wheat  planted  in  the  mix¬ 
ture  did  not  exceed  25  percent  of  the  seeded 
mixture  by  weight  and  the  actual  produc- 
tio  nof  the  acreage  planted  to  the  mixture 
did  not  contain  more  than  25  percent  of 
wheat  by  weight.’  ” 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  California  [Mr.  Hagen], 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a 
division  demanded  by  Mr.  Halleck) 
there  were — ayes  97,  noes  132. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment  to  the  Belcher  amend¬ 
ment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Michel,  to  the 
amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Bel,cher:  Page  2, 
line  5,  after  the  word  “therefor”  strike  out 
the  period,  insert  a  colon,  and  add  the  fol¬ 
lowing:  “Provided  further.  That  no  part  of 
this  authorization  shall  be  used  to  formu¬ 
late  or  carry  out  a  price  support  program 
for  1960  under  which  a  total  amount  of 
price  support  in  excess  of  $50,000  would  be 
extended  through  loans  or  purchases  made 
or  made  available  by  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  to  any  person  on  the  1960  pro¬ 
duction  of  wheat.  For  the  purposes  of 
this  proviso,  the  term  ‘person’  shall  mean 
an  individual,  partnership,  firm,  joint-stock 
company,  corporation,  association,  trust, 
estate,  or  other  legal  entity,  or  a  State,  polit¬ 
ical  subdivision  of  a  State,  or  any  agency 
thereof.  In  the  case  of  any  loan  to,  or  pur¬ 
chase  from,  a  cooperative  marketing  organi¬ 
zation,  such  limitation  shall  not  apply  to  the 
amount  of  price  support  received  by  the  co¬ 
operative  marketing  organization,  but  the 
amount  of  price  support  made  available  to 
persons  through  such  cooperative  marketing 
organization  shall  be  included  in  determin¬ 
ing  the  amount  of  price  support  received  by 
such  person  for  purposes  of  such  limitation. 
Such  limitation  shall  not  apply  to  price  sup¬ 
port  on  wheat  extended  by  purchase  of 
wheat  from,  or  by  loans  on  wheat  to,  per¬ 
sons  other  than  the  producers  of  wheat  if 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  determines  that 
it  is  impracticable  to  apply  such  limitation. 
The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall  issue  regu¬ 
lations  prescribing  such  rules  as  he  deter¬ 
mines  necessary  to  prevent  the  evasion  of 
such  limitation.” 


(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Michel 
was  granted  permission  to  extend  his 
remarks  at  this  point.) 

[Mr.  MICHEL  addressed  the  Commit¬ 
tee.  His  remarks  will  appear  hereafter 
in  the  Appendix.] 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Michel]  to  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Belcher]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a 
division  (demanded  by  Mr.  Michel), 
there  were — ayes  99,  noes  136. 

So  the  amendment  to  the  amendment 
was  rejected. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  substitute  amendment  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Mor¬ 
ris]  to  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Bel¬ 
cher]. 

The  substitute  amendment  was  re¬ 
jected. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Belcher]. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  in  the 
interest  of  time,  I  ask  for  tellers  on  this 
vote. 

Tellers  were  ordered,  and  the  Chair¬ 
man  appointed  as  tellers  Mr.  Albert  and 
Mr.  Belcher. 

The  Committee  divided;  and  the  tellers 
reported  that  there  were — ayes  114,  noes 
168. 

So  the  substitute  was  rejected. 

Mr.  QUIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Quie:  On  page 
3,  line  14,  strike  out  “equal”  and  insert  “in 
addition  to.” 

On  page  3,  line  18,  strike  out  “thereon”; 

On  page  3,  line  19,  after  the  word  “har¬ 
vested”  insert:  “on  any  acreage  diverted  from 
the  production  of  wheat.” 

•  (Mr.  QUIE  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  QUIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
sorry  the  Belcher  amendment  lost  be¬ 
cause  it  would  have  meant  more  money 
for  the  wheat  fanners  at  less  cost  to 
the  taxpayers.  But  if  we  are  going  to 
accept  this  committee  bill  there  are  a 
number  of  changes  that  ought  to  be 
made  to  actually  do  the  job. 

There  are  two  directions  we  can  go 
in  any  agricultural  legislation:  One  is 
to  vote  high  price  supports  with  con¬ 
trols,  and  we  really  need  controls  to 
make  it  work  as  has  been  proven  time 
and  again.  That  is  what  has  been  done 
in  tobacco  in  the  past.  The  other  way 
we  can  go  is  to  allow  the  fanners  to 
raise  all  they  want  to  and  only  give 
them  a  very  low  price  support. 

One  of  the  ways  the  farmers  are  go¬ 
ing  to  be  compensated  for  reducing  their 
acreage  by  25  percent  is  to  give  them 
90  percent  of  parity  for  their  crop.  The 
other  way  of  compensating  them  for 
cutting  back  25  percent  on  acreage  is 
to  pay  them  in  kind  one-third  of  their 
normal  production  or  their  actual  pro¬ 
duction  for  the  last  3  years.  I  believe 
they  are  compensated  in  sufficient 
amount  by  guaranteeing  them  90  per¬ 
cent  of  parity.  I  think  the  payment-in¬ 


kind  provision  should  be  used  for  a  fur¬ 
ther  reduction  in  acreage.  The  25  per¬ 
cent  reduction  will  not  be  sufficient  to 
cut  back  on  the  amount  that  is  in  sur¬ 
plus  to  the  degree  necessary.  I  do  not 
believe  it  will  cut  back  on  the  amount 
of  surplus  at  all  unless  weather  did  it. 

If  we  do  allow  for  payment-in-kind, 
it  should  be  used  only  to  encourage 
further  reduction  below  the  25  percent 
provided  in  this  bill.  This  would  be  a 
good  use  of  that  payment-in-kind  and 
would  be  an  advantage  to  the  price  sup¬ 
port  program  and  would  be  an  advantage 
to  the  taxpayers  because  it  would  cut 
down  the  cost  to  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  payment-in-kind 
provision  could  be  used,  so  the  farmer 
would  further  reduce  his  acres  and  he 
would  be  repaid  one-third  from  the  Fed¬ 
eral  surplus  stocks.  This  would  mean 
that  the  farmer  would  not  be  producing 
three-thirds  of  his  normal  production  on 
specific  acres,  but  he  would  be  putting 
one-third  of  his  production  into  the 
market  from  his  payment-in-kind  and 
it  would  actually  cut  back  on  the 
amount  of  wheat  laying  in  surplus. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  explanation  of  my 
amendment,  it  would  require  a  pro¬ 
ducer  to  take  a  25-percent  reduction  in 
wheat  acres  without  any  payment-in¬ 
kind.  If  the  producers  should  volun¬ 
tarily  reduce  their  acres  of  wheat  by 
-more  than  the  required  amount,  they 
would  be  eligible  to  receive  payments- 
in-kind  for  the  wheat  acres  they  retired 
in  addition  to  the  required  amount.  In 
other  words,  each  farmer  would  be  re¬ 
quired  to  take  a  25-percent  cut  in  wheat 
acres  without  compensation  other  than 
an  increase  in  price  supports  by  15  per¬ 
cent,  but  he  would  be  eligible  for  pay- 
ments-in-kind  for  voluntary  cuts  in  ad¬ 
dition  thereto. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  the  adoption  of 
this  amendment. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
gentleman  is  a  member  of  the  House 
Committee  on  Agriculture,  and  he  has 
attended  the  hearings,  but  he  did  not 
submit  this  proposal  to  the  House  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture.  I  do  not  know 
what  the  purpose  of  the  amendment  is. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  that  all  debate 
on  the  pending  amendment  and  all 
amendments  thereto,  and  on  the  bill,  do 
now  close. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the  Chair 
being  in  doubt,  the  committee  divided 
and  there  were — ayes  145,  noes  99. 

So  the  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Chairman,  a  parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Under 
the  circumstances  is  not  action  of  that 
kind  coercion? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  ThS  Chair  will 
state  that  that  is  not  a  parliamentary  in¬ 
quiry. 

The  question  is  on  the  amendment  of¬ 
fered  by  the  gentleman  from  Minnesota 
[Mi'.  Quie],  , 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  QUIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  a  parlia¬ 
mentary  inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
will  state  it. 
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Mr.  QUIE.  This  means  that  there  is 
no  more  chance  of  amending  the  bill? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Oh,  no.  That  was, 
limiting  debate  on  the  gentleman’s 
amendment. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  And  all  amendments 
thereto. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  advises 
the  gentleman  that  additional  amend¬ 
ments  can  be  offered,  but  they  will  not 
be  debatable. 

Mr.  QUIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  a  further 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it.  ''*• 

Mr.  QUIE.  In  other  \yprds,  this  means 
that  I  can  offer  my  amendments  but 
cannot  say  a  word  about  the  amend¬ 
ments;  is  that  right? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  amendments 
will  be  reported  by  the  Clerk  and  be 
voted  upon. 

Mr.  QUIE.  Well,  there  seems  to  be  no 
use  doing  that,  because  I  will  not  have 
an  opportunity  to  explain  the  amend¬ 
ments. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentle¬ 
man  ,have  an  amendment  he  desires  to 
offer? 

Mr.  QUIE.  Yes;  I  have  a  number  of 
amendments,  but  I  do  not  care  to  just 
offer  them  and  not  speak  on  them. 

Mr.  HAGEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Hagen:  On 
page  11  add  the  following  new  section: 

"Sec.  6.  Subsection  (c)  of  section  374  of  the 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended,  is  amended  effective  with  respect 
to  the  1960  and  subsequent  crops  of  wheat 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

“‘The  provisions  of  this  subsection  (c) 
shall  not  apply  to  the  acreage  planted  to 
wheat  if  such  acreage  exceeds  the  applicable 
farm  wheat  acreage  allotment  by  more  than 
3  per  centum  or  three  acres,  whichever  is 
greater.  The  acreage  planted  to  wheat  on  a 
farm  shall  include  all  acreage  planted  to 
wheat  for  any  purpose  and  self-seeded 
(volunteer)  wheat,  except — ■ 

“‘(1)  Any  acreage  of  self-seeded  (volun¬ 
teer)  wheat  that  is  disposed  of  prior  to  har¬ 
vest  in  accordance  with  regulations  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Secretary: 

‘‘‘(2)  Any  acreage  of  wheat  which  is 
planted  for  cover  crop  in  counties  designated 
by  the  Secretary  as  counties  where  wheat 
is  normally  used  as  cover  crop  and  which 
is  disposed  of  prior  to  harvest  in  accordance 
with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary; 
and 

‘‘‘(3)  Any  acreage  of  wheat  planted  with 
other  grain  which  is  disposed  of  prior  to 
harvest  in  accordance  with  regulations  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Secretary  or  with  respect  to 
which  the  producer  establishes  to  the  satis¬ 
faction  of  the  Secretary  in  accordance  with 
regulations,  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  that 
the  quantity  of  wheat  planted  in  the  mix¬ 
ture  did  not  exceed  25  per  centum  of  the 
seeded  mixture  by  weight  and  the  actual  pro¬ 
duction  of  the  acreage  planted  to  the  mix¬ 
ture  did  not  contain  more  than  25  per 
centum  of  wheat  by  weight.’  ” 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  California  [Mr.  Hagen]  . 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  di¬ 
vision  (demanded  by  Mr.  Hagen)  there 
were — ayes  105,  noes  148. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 


PROGRAM  FOR  THE  BALANCE  OF  THE  WEEK  AND 
THE  WEEK  OF  JUNE  15 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Chairman,  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it.  "V 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Is  there  anyway  by 
which  I  can  be  recognized  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  inquiring  of  the  majority  leader 
as  to  the  program  for  tomorrow  and 
possibly  for  Monday  of  next  week? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
may  make  a  unanimous-consent  request 
to  proceed  for  that  purpose. 

(Mr.  HALLECK  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House.) 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
asked  for  this  time,  as  I  have  already 
indicated,  in  order  to  inquire  of  the 
majority  leader  concerning  the  program 
for  tomorrow  and,  although  I  realize  it 
is  a  little  early,  give  us  some  information 
as  to  what  the  situation  will  be  on  Mon¬ 
day  next. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  I  am  very  happy 
to.  \With  the  conclusion  of  this  bill  to¬ 
day,  on  tomorrow  there  will  be  the  re¬ 
search  bill  in  connection  with  coal.  That 
will  be  all.  In  the  event  there  is  a  roll- 
call  on  that,  because  a  number  of  Mem¬ 
bers  are  going  away  to  attend  a  meeting 
of  the  Shriners  at  the  Great  Lakes, 
which  is  taking  place  in  Peoria,  Ill.,  on 
Friday  and  Saturday,  any  rollcall  will 
go  over. 

On  Monday  there  are  six  suspensions. 

H.R.  3608,  a  bill  to  authorize  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Navy  to  acquire  certain 
land  in  the  island  of  Guam. 

H.R.  7650,  to  modify  the  pension  pro¬ 
gram  for  veterans  of  World  War  I,  World 
War  II,  and  the  Korean  conflict  and  then- 
widows  and  children. 

H.R.  7537,  to  authorize  appropriations 
for  the  Atomic  Energy  Commission  in 
accordance  with  section  261  of  the 
Atomic  Energy  Act  of  1954. 

House  Joint  Resolution  280,  extension 
of  interstate  compacts  on  oil  and  gas. 

H.R.  4049,  relating  to  airline  pass  priv¬ 
ileges. 

H.R.  7062,  providing  for  payment  of 
annuities  to  widows  and  dependent  chil¬ 
dren  of  comptroller  generals. 

After  that,  I  can  announce  definitely, 
there  will  come  up  the  mutual  assist¬ 
ance  authorization  bill. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Am  I  to  understand 
that  if  there  are  votes  on  Monday  they 
will  be  called  on  Monday? 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Any  rollcall  votes 
on  Monday  will  be  called. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  QUIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Quie:  On  page 
2,  line  10;  page  3,  line  14;  page  4,  line  21; 
page  9,  line  10;  strike  out  “25”  and  insert 
“30.” 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Quie]. 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  QUIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 


The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Quie:  On  page 
3,  line  9  after  the  word  “acreage”  insert 
the  following:  “Provided  further,  That  the 
farm  wheat  acreage  allotment  shall  be  ad¬ 
justed  to  zero  and  no  crop  produced  for 
harvest  on  the  farm  in  1960  or  1961  shall 
be  eligible  for  price  support  if  any  crop 
whatsoever  is  harvested  or  grazed  on  that 
percentage  of  reduction  of  the  farm  wheat 
acreage  allotment  designated  by  section 
334(c)  (2)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended.” 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
will  state  it. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  Would  it  be  in  or¬ 
der  to  ask  that  the  gentleman’s  amend¬ 
ments  be  read  and  voted  on  en  bloc? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
proposing  the  amendments  would  have 
to  make  that  request  himself. 

The  question  is  on  the  amendment  of¬ 
fered  by  the  gentleman  from  Minnesota 
[Mr.  Quie]  , 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  QUIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Quie:  On  page 
8,  line  11,  strike  the  words  “amended  to” 
and  strike  out  lines  12  through  21  and  in¬ 
sert  in  lieu  thereof  “repealed  effective  be¬ 
ginning  with  the  1960  crop  of  wheat.” 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Quie]. 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  QUIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered'  by  Mr.  Quie:  On  page 
11,  line  7,  add  the  following  new  section: 

“Sec.  6.  The  Secretary  shall,  after  making 
such  study  as  may  be  necessary,  devise  a 
program  for"  the  control  of  wheat  production 
on  the  basis  of  restrictions  on  the  quantity 
produced  or  marketed  rather  than  on  the 
basis  of  restrictions  on  acreage  planted  as  in 
effect  under  part  III  of  subtitle  B  of  title  III 
of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938. 

“The  Secretary  shall  submit  to  the  Senate 
and  House  of  Representatives  a  report  con¬ 
taining  a  detailed  description  of  such  pro¬ 
gram,  a  draft  of  the  legislation  necessary  to 
put  it  into  effect,  and  his  recommendations 
with  respect  to  the  advisability  of  adopting 
such  program.  Such  report  shall  be  sub¬ 
mitted  as  soon  as  practicable,  but  in  no  event 
later  than  January  1,  I960." 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Minnesota  (Mr.  Quie], 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

(Mr.  QUIE  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point.) 

Mr.  QUIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  truly 
appalled  by  this  gag  rule  being  imposed 
on  any  further  amendments  to  H.R.  7246. 
Wheat  is  the  No.  1  agricultural  problem 
facing  our  Nation.  If  we  are  to  have  a 
sound  program  which  will  be  of  lasting- 
benefit,  we  should  carefully  debate  and 
consider  all  amendments.  Several  mem¬ 
bers  of  this  body  beside  myself  have 
amendments  of  substance  and  impor¬ 
tance  which  ought  to  be  considered. 
Everybody  knows  that  the  mere  reading 
of  an  amendment  by  the  clerk  is  in  no 
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way  explanatory  of  the  effect  of  such 
an  amendment.  I  object  most  strenu¬ 
ously  to  the  denial  of  the  opportunity 
to  even  explain  the  effect  of,  and  the 
reasons  for,  my  amendments  to  this  im¬ 
portant  bill.  I  will  at  a  later  date  insert 
into  the  Record  a  full  explanation  of  my 
various  amendments,  if  the  majority 
members  who  voted  for  this  arbitrary 
abuse  of  free  speech  are  interested. 

Mr.  LATTA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Latta:  On  page 
8,  line  16,  strike  out  lilies  16  through  21. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Ohio. 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

♦[Mr.  LATTA  addressed  the  Committee. 
His  remarks  will  appear  hereafter  in  the 
Appendix.]  j  / 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Smith  of  Iowa: 
Amend  section  106  by  striking  the  period  fol¬ 
lowing  the  word  “certificate”  in  line  8,  page 
4,  and  inserting  the  following:  “Provided, 
however,  That  in  such  cases  as  the  .Secretary 
deems  advisable  to  avoid  administrative, 
transportation,  and  other  costs,  or  to  avoid 
loss  from  untimely  marketing,  or  to  provide 
a  more  balanced  market  in  compliance  with 
the  objectives  of  this  act,  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  shall  redeem  such  certifi¬ 
cates  in  cash,  in  lieu  of  wheat,  upon  presen¬ 
tation  by  the  producer,  or  by  any  bolder  in 
due  course,  in  accordance  with  regulations 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary.” 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa  [Mr.  Smith], 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

(Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks  at  this  point.) 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  offer  this  amendment  in  an  attempt  to 
make  the  payment-in-kind  provision  in 
this  bill  less  objectionable.  Under  the 
provisions  of  this  bill,  it  is  estimated  by 
the  Library  of  Congress  that  production 
in  normal  years  will  be  960  million 
bushels.  Domestic  consumption  and  ex¬ 
ports  are  expected  to  exceed  imports  by 
1,050  million  bushels.  That  means  that 
in  a  normal  year  the  production  will  be 
90  million  bushels  less  than  the  disap¬ 
pearance.  Under  normal  circumstances 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
would  then  have  a  market  for  90  million 
bushels  of  the  wheat  that  is  now  in  stor¬ 
age;  but  in  this  bill  is  a  provision  for 
distributing  as  a  “payment  in  kind”  of 
at  least  125  million  bushels.  In  years 
when  the  market  is  already  glutted  and 
the  price  is  lower,  more  bushels  would  be 
distributed.  The  worse  the  problem,  the 
more  the  payment-in-kind  provision 
would  aggravate  it.  This  clearly  would 
throw  the  market  out  of  balance  and  de¬ 
feat  to  a  great  extent  the  purpose  of  the 
act.  That  excess  wheat  would  either 
move  into  the  feed-grain  market  and 
wreck  the  whole  wheat  and  feed-grain 
market  worse  or,  in  the  alternative,  it 
might  be  replaced  in  the  Government 
bin  with  new  wheat.  To  the  extent  that 


it  is  replaced  with  new  wheat,  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  would  incur  charges  for  moving 
wheat  out,  moving  wheat  in,  and  dupli¬ 
cate  costs  for  storage.  This  would  be  an 
unnecessary  duplication  of  expenses. 
This  amendment  would  permit  the  Sec¬ 
retary  to  avoid  this  ridiculous  situation 
to  the  extent  that  additional  expense 
would  be  required  ta  produce  nothing. 

Under  this  bill,  a  scalper  will  buy  the 
wheat  certificates  and  may  demand  pay¬ 
ment  in  New  Orleans  or  anywhere, 
whether  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  has  wheat  there  or  not.  The  scalper 
would  certainly  be  able  to  buy  the  cer¬ 
tificates  at  less  than  the  value  of  the 
grain  because  a  farmer  is  not  going  to  go 
through  all  the  red  tape  necessary  to  get 
a  few  bushels  of  wheat  if  he  can  sell  his 
certificate  for  perhaps  even  75  percent 
of  face  value.  This  means  that  for  each 
$1  worth  of  wheat  distributed,  the 
farmer  would  receive  only  75  cents  and 
.  then  the  Government  has  the  cost  of 
redeeming  the  certificate  with  wheat 
wherever  the  scalper  or  dealer  demanded. 
It  may  very  conceivably  cause  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  to  ship  and  incur  the  expense 
of  transporting  wheat  thousands  of  miles. 
Under  this  amendment,  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  could  avoid  these  costly  and 
ridiculous  situations.  He  has  standing 
authority  under  section  407  to  sell  wheat 
and  under  these  circumstances  he  could 
under  this  amendment  sell  wheat  where 
it  happens  to  be  located  and  pay  off  the 
certificates  with  the  money  instead  of 
shipping  the  wheat  all  over  the  country 
at  great  expense  to  the  taxpayer  with  no 
benefit  to  the  farmer. 

Payment  in  kind  as  written  in  this  bill 
is  nothing  less  than  the  most  expensive 
way  possible  to  pay  the  farmer  for  land 
taken  out  of  production  and  with  the 
maximum  amount  of  red  tape.  If  the 
feeling  of  this  House  is  that  the  wheat 
farmer  should  have  some  additional  in¬ 
come  in  addition  to  the  increase  in 
support  rate  in  this  bill,  then  it  would  be 
far  cheaper  for  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  to  sell  the  amount  of  wheat  involved 
to  the  highest  bidder  at  the  bin  site  and 
distribute  the  money  instead  of  going  to 
all  of  the  expense  and  red  tape  involved 
in  distributing  certificates  to  be  sold  at 
a  discount  which  require  the  Government 
to  later  distribute  wheat  to  the  holder  of 
the  certificate. 

There  was  a  payment  in  kind  provision 
in  the  soil  bank  act  which  made  it  per¬ 
missive  for  farmers  to  receive  a  com¬ 
modity  at  a  bargain  price  in  lieu  of  cash. 
A  total  of  only  two-tenths  of  1  percent 
chose  to  take  payment  in  kind  and  99.8 
percent  rejected  it.  This  bill  requires 
farmers  to  hurdle  all  that  costly  redtape 
that  99:8  percent  have  shown  they  do  not 
prefer  and  with  a  loss  to  the  Government 
in  comparison  to  the  alternative  author¬ 
ized  under  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  payment  in  kind 
provision  in  this  bill  is  not  only  a  costly 
provision  but  it  is  also  an  illusion  that 
would  in  its  operation  go  far  toward  de¬ 
feating  the  objectives  and  the  good  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  bill.  This  amendment 
would  make  it  less  objectionable  and  give 
the  Secretary  the  tool  with  which  he 
could  avoid  some  ridiculous  situations 
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that  are  bound  to  arise  which  will  be 
derogatory  to  the  reputation  of  the  wheat 
program.  Although  I  realize  there  is  a 
probability  that  the  payment  in  kind 
gimmick  as  it  is  now  written  will  be  taken 
out  in  conference  anyway,  I  feel  that  the 
facts  should  be  presented  to  the  House 
and  I  hope  the  amendment  will  be  adopt¬ 
ed  instead  of  waiting  on  the  conference 
to  either  eliminate  or  improve  this  situa¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  ULLMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  has 
been  said  here  today  that  the  commit¬ 
tee  bill  is  special  legislation  sponsored 
by  the  wheatgrowers  of  the  Nation. 
Nothing  could  be  further  from  the  truth. 
This  bill,  which  the  committee  has 
brought  to  the  floor,  represents  a  most 
sincere,  and  responsible  approach  to  a 
solution  of  a  critical  wheat  problem.  It 
is  accepted  by  most  of  the  wheat  ranch¬ 
ers  because  they  are  willing  to  face  up 
to  their  responsibilities  toward  getting 
production  in  line  with  consumption  by 
realistically  acceptirfg  the  necessity  of 
curtailing  production. 

Do  you  think  my  wheat  ranchers  like 
the  idea  of  a  25 -percent  cut  in  their 
wheat  allotment?  They  do  not.  Let  us 
look  at  a  typical  500-acre  family  farm 
in  my  district.  Because  half  of  the  acre¬ 
age  must  lie  fallow  each  year,  this 
farmer  has  250  acres  available  for  pro¬ 
duction.  Under  the  present  program,  he 
has  already  been  subjected  to  severe 
acreage  restrictions.  His  wheat  allot¬ 
ment  today  is  150  acres.  Another  25- 
percent  cut  would  reduce  his  wheat 
planting  to  112  Mr  acres  which  is  less 
than  45  percent  of  his  production  ca¬ 
pacity. 

Some  question  has  been  raised  as  to 
the  need  of  90  percent  of  parity.  I  want 
to  make  it  clear  here  that  this  family 
farmer  cannot  stay  in  business  with 
such  sharply  curtailed  acreage  if  he  re¬ 
ceives  less  than  90  percent  of  parity.  As 
a  matter  of  fact,  these  will  be  lean  years 
under  the  program  offered  today. 

This  is  responsible  legislation.  It  will 
meet  head  on  the  critical  problem  of 
mounting  surpluses.  Wheat  acreage  will 
be  cut  from  55  million  acres  to  41  mil¬ 
lion  acres.  It  will  be  necessary  to  dip 
into  our  surplus  to  meet  annual  re¬ 
quirements.  Wheat  will  be  taken  out 
of  storage,  relieving  the  taxpayers  of 
burdensome  warehouse  costs.  The  com¬ 
mittee  has  worked  hard  and  long  on  this 
bill.  They  admit  it  is  not  perfect  but 
it  is  the  soundest  approach  we  can 
make  to  a  most  difficult  problem.  I  urge 
my  colleagues  to  vote  for  the  committee 
bill. 

Mr.  HORAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
well  aware  of  how  difficult  it  becomes  to 
write  a  piece  of  Federal  legislation  af¬ 
fecting  a  commodity  which  can  be  pro¬ 
duced  in  every  State  in  the  Union.  I 
appreciate  the  work  which  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  has  done  by  try¬ 
ing  to  find  some  basis  of  agreement  re¬ 
garding  a  wheat  bill.  And,  I  am  also 
appreciative  of  the  opportunity  to  listen 
and  to  participate  in  this  debate.  I 
realize  also  the  conflicts  that  arise  when 
any  adjustments  are  attempted*  to  be 
made  in  the  area  which  involves  the  en¬ 
tire  field  of  feed  grains,  since,  of  course, 
anything  that  we  might  do  to  alleviate 
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the  wheat  surplus  must  take  cognizance 
of  the  permission  to  feed  grain  to  live¬ 
stock. 

However,  the  bill  before  us  does  not 
fit  my  disrtict  at  all.  Most  of  the  wheat 
farmers  in  my  disrtict  are  commercial 
producers  of  wheat.  They  are  important 
producers  and  they  farm  reasonably 
large  acreages.  My  district  has  a  high 
percentage  of  self-owned  farms  and  they 
produce  sizable  bushelages  on  their 
farms.  Jt  is  worthy  of  note  that  very 
few  tvheat  producers  in  my  disrtict  ex¬ 
ceed  the  $50,000  limitation  and  most  of 
those  are  just  barely  over  that  proposal 
which  we  passed  when  we  had  the  agri¬ 
culture  appropriations  bill  before  us. 

One  thing  about  this  bill  which  dis¬ 
turbs  me  is  that  a  high  percentage  of 
the  wheatgrowers  in  my  district  prac¬ 
tice  summer  fallow,  meaning  that  they 
farm  one-half  of  their  acreages  each  year 
and  cultivate  the  other  half  so  in  tl\e 
dry  climate  they  can  have  water  con¬ 
served  over  a  full  year  for  the  next 
year’s  crop.  It  is  meaningful  then  to  me 
that  any  reduction  in  the  half  that  is 
farmed,  places  a  tremendous  burden  on 
the  wheatgrowers  in  my  area.  This  bill 
does  not  reach  their  needs. 

Another  item  that  bothers  me  and 
which  I  feel  needs  some  clarification — I 
do  trust  that  I  am  correct  in  my  obser¬ 
vation  regarding  if> — is  the  matter  of  the 
15-acre  wheat  producer.  I  believe  that 
this  privilege  extended  to  iy4  million 
farms  has  had  the  effect  of  moving  the 
center  of  wheat  production  out  of  the 
commercial  areas  and  into  those  areas 
where  15  acres  of  wheat,  subject  to  price 
support,  becomes  ^little  more  than  a 
money  crop  and  contributes  greatly  to 
our  surpluses.  I  have  heard  the  figure 
“600  million  bushels”  used  and,  of  course, 
this  figure  would  explain  our  wheat  sur¬ 
plus  eloquently.  Moreover,  much  of  this 
wheat  is  produced  in  areas  of  compara¬ 
tively  high  rainfall  and  its  milling  quali¬ 
ties  are  very,  very  poor. 

I  take  note  of  the  fact  that  it  is  pro¬ 
posed  here  to  reduce  the  15  acres  to  12 
and  it  is  said  that  this  reduction  will 
add  nearly  100,000  wheat  producers 
to  those  subject  to  penalty.  How¬ 
ever,  as  far  as  I  can  analyze  this,  it  is 
the  reduction  of  15  to  12  that  aids  these 
hundred  thousand  wheat  producers  and, 
if  this  is  true,  it  merely  adds  to  the  im¬ 
balance  of  wheat  production  in  the 
United  States  and  solves  nothing.  It 
complicates  the  problem  still  further. 

There  are  some  who  feel,  “Well,  let  us 
pass  a  bill  and  send  it  to  conference.” 
As  for  that,  I  can  only  observe  that  if 
we  cannot  write  a  good  bill  in  commit¬ 
tee,  we  have  a  small  chance  of  writing 
an  acceptable  biH  in  conference.  Bear 
in  mind  that  all  we  have  to  vote  on  are 
the  proposals  which  will  come  before  this 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  and 
consequently,  any  judgments  which  we 
may  make,  have  to  be  predicated  upon 
the  bill  before  us. 

In  conclusion,  I  would  like  to  refer  to 
an  editorial  published  May  21  in  the 
Odessa  Record  in  my  distrist.  This  fine 
country  paper  is  published  in  the  heart  of 
the  Wheat  Belt  in  my  district.  Odessa 
has  no  other  industry  other  than  wheat. 
The  Odessa  Record  comments  that  this 


week’s  announcement  of  proposed  farm 
price  legislation  causes  local  farmers  to 
believe  they  have  been  led  to  go  along 
with  a  losing  scheme.  Although  the 
farm  program  has  been  far  from  satis¬ 
factory  in  recent  years,  the  farmers  have 
given  it  their  vote  and  support.  They 
have  theorized  that  a  sensible  plan  will 
be  forthcoming.  They  continue  in  the 
editorial  to  state  that  if  the  present  pro¬ 
gram  should  pass  Congress,  as  an¬ 
nounced,  the  only  hope  is  that  a  Presi¬ 
dential  veto  will  follow.  They  further 
state  that  in  the  meantime  farmers  are 
trying  to  answer  the  challenge  that  faces 
them  and  if  a  vote  were  to  be  taken  this 
week,  there  would  be  a  surprising  vote 
against  the  entire  program.  And,  the 
Odessa  Record  continues  to  editorialize 
that  farm-supported  groups  such  as  the 
Grange  and  similar  organizations  have 
studied  the  Nation’s  need  and  they  came 
up  with  what  they  considered  sound  pro¬ 
grams,  but  have  failecf  to  get  their  ideas 
considered  in  national  policy  levels.  The 
editorial  concludes  that  like  the  tax  re¬ 
volt  in  our  State  of  Washington,  it  is 
now  up  to  the  farmer  to  stage  his  own 
revolt  and  write  to  Congress  in  a  way  of 
not  condemning  but  rather  carry  sugges¬ 
tions  from  the  farm  level  to  change  con¬ 
gressional  thinking. 

Of  course  in  this  editorial  they  are  re¬ 
ferring  to  the  domestic  parity  program 
which  originated  in  Washington  and 
Oregon  and  which  has  been  largely  en¬ 
dorsed  by  the  National  Association  of 
Wheat  Growers  and  the  National 
Grange.  All  over  the  United  States 
where  editors  and  analysts  observe  the 
imbalance  of  wheat  production,  the  cry 
goes  out  to,  at  least,  give  the  domestic 
parity  program  a  chance  to  be  tided. 

Mr.  DIXON.  Mr.  Chairman,  in  read¬ 
ing  the  majority  statement  on  H.R.  7246, 
I  am  struck  by  one  thing.  The  only  part 
of  the  majority  statement  to  which  I  can 
subscribe  in  full  is  the  first  sentence, 
“Wheat  is  the  Nation’s  No.  1  farm  prob¬ 
lem.”  Let  us  review  together  each  of  the 
major  points  made  by  this  statement  and 
point  out  the  half  truths  therein. 

The  majority  view  as  stated  in  the 
committee  report  is  that  the  U.S.  ex¬ 
ports  of  wheat  since  1953  have  declined 
in  comparison  with  the  previous  6 
years.  Now,  the  period  which  the  ma¬ 
jority  report  is  talking  about  is  the  period 
from  1947  to  1952.  This  was  both  a  post¬ 
war  reconstruction  period  and  a  war  pe¬ 
riod.  During  this  war-dominated  era  in 
excess  of  1,100  million  bushels  of  wheat 
were  purchased  by  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  for  military  procurement  and  for 
export  under  the  Marshall  plan.  Cer¬ 
tainly  I  would  agree  that  the  wheat  pur¬ 
chased  for  the  military  and  to  feed  war- 
ravaged  peoples  was  essential.  However, 
to  use  actions  taken  under  the  exigencies 
of  war  and  the  insatiable  demands  of 
war  as  proof  of  the  fine  job  done  during 
his  period  in  marketing  wheat  is  as 
phony  as  a  $3  bill.  Certainly  no  one 
would  expect  the  majority  to  claim  credit 
for  the  war.  Similarly,  the  majority 
shoud  not  boast  about  war-related  ex¬ 
port  actions  entirely  paid  for  by  the 
taxpayer. 

This  majority  statement  also  states 
that  during  the  1947-52  period  U.S.  ex¬ 
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ports  amounted  to  43  percent  of  the  total 
world  movement  of  wheat.  As  I  pointed 
out  earlier  about  one-half  of  our  exports 
were  made  for  military  procurement  and 
under  the  Marshall  plan.  Also,  when  the 
productivity  of  the  war-ravaged  world 
was  restored  the  ability  of  other  coun¬ 
tries  to  export  was  greatly  increased. 
During  this  period  production  of  wheat 
oytside  the  United  States  increased  by 
2.8  billion  bushels  or  over  60  percent. 
Of  course,  some  of  this  went  into  export. 

It  is  rather  interesting  that  this  state¬ 
ment  also  refers  to  supplies  of  wheat  and 
makes  a  comparison  between  1952  and 
1958.  I  well  recall  that  Secretary  Bran- 
nan,  prior  to  his  departure  from  office, 
announced  90  percent  of  parity  price 
supports  with  unlimited  production  for 
the  1952-53  crops  of  wheat.  This  was 
really  playing  fast  and  loose  with  the 
American  taxpayer.  By  June  30,  1954, 
the  carryover  from  the  Brannan  an¬ 
nounced  1953  and  earlier  crops  had  in¬ 
creased  to  933  million  bushels — up  700 
million  bushels  in  2  years.  This  was 
Brannan’s  folly.  But  the  CCC  had  to 
pick  up  the  tab  to  the  tune  of  $1.8  billion. 
Half  truths,  half  truths,  what  foolish¬ 
ness  is  uttered  in  thy  name. 

Another  half  truth  which  the  major¬ 
ity  is  attempting  to  foist  on  this  body  is 
the  fact  that  Russian  exports  have  in¬ 
creased  by  500  percent  in  2  years.  Now 
the  statistics  are  accurate.  They  come 
from  official  Government  sources.  Those 
kme  sources  also  show  that  82  percent 
of  these  Russian  exports  went  to  Iron 
Curtain  captive  nations.  I  am  not  sure 
just  what  the  majority  statement  is  im¬ 
plying  by  these  glowing  statistics.  I  ask 
the  Chairman,  what  is  the  purpose  of 
including  these  statistics  when  82  per¬ 
cent  of  these  exports  go  to  captive  coun¬ 
tries?  Does  the  United  States  have  cap¬ 
tive  countries  upon  which  it  can  impose 
its  wheat  surpluses? 

It  is  hard  to  see  how  proponents  of 
the  bill  could  argue  that  its  provisions 
meet  the  major  objectives  of  the  wheat 
program  recommended  by  the  President. 

The  most  glaring  shortcoming  in  H.R. 
7246  is  that  it  would  increase  manda- 
torily  the  support  level  of  wheat  from 
75  to  90  percent  of  parity  at  a  time  when 
surplus  supplies  at  at  an  alltime  high 
and  there  is  little  outlook  for  improve¬ 
ment.  There  is  no  reasonable  basis  for 
this  kind  of  proposal. 

Advocates  of  the  bill  indicate  that 
other-  provisions  will  effectively  control 
the  siz,e  of  the  wheat  crop,  and  because 
of  this,  there  is  no  validity  in  the  con¬ 
tention  that  the  higher  support  level  will 
encourage  extra  and  unwanted  produc¬ 
tion.  But  this  is  not  the  real  story.  We 
recognize  that  other  aspects  of  the  bill 
would  provide  some  control  on  wheat 
production  but  this  alone  does  not  justify 
the  case  for  90  percent  of  parity.  We  all 
recognize — or  should  recognize — that 
such  an  unrealistically  high  support  level 
would  provide  additional  incentive  for 
producers  to  intensify  their  production 
effort  and  practices — this  leads  inevitably 
to  even  higher  yields  and  thus  offsets  any 
advantage  resulting  from  the  acreage  re¬ 
duction  contemplated.  Simply  stated, 
high  support  prices  have  cost  us  markets 
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in  the  past,  and  they  will  continue  to  do 
so  in  the  future.  -  ,  . 

Just  how  much  reduction  in  supply  is 
likely  to  result  from  this  bill  which  would 
establish  support  levels  at  90  percent  of 
parity  for  both  the  1960  and  1961  wheat 
crops?  Let  us  take  a  close  look  at  this : 
wheat  acreage  would  be  reduced  by  per¬ 
haps  25  percent,  if  everyone  participates, 
but  the  acreage  still  in  production,  at 
yields  which  are  continually  trending  up¬ 
ward  will  produce  about  as  much  as  we 
are  likely  to  require — in  fact  it  will  pro-  - 
duce  more  than  we  can  dispose  of  do¬ 
mestically,  and  export  for  dollars.  But 
the  bill  also  provides  for  making  pay¬ 
ments  in  kind,  that  is  from  CCC  s 
surplus  wheat  stocks,  to  producers  who 
comply  with  the  program.  This  wheat 
representing  payments  in  kind,  while  not 
eligible  for  price  support,  is  freely  avail¬ 
able  for  marketing  without  penalty  and 
thus  becomes  a  part  of  the  free  supply. 
The  quantity  involved  may  be  well  over 
100  million  bushels. 

Costs  of  the  bill  would  be  very  high 
when  one  considers  the  combined  effect 
resulting  from  the  90 -percent  price  sup¬ 
port  provision,  coupled  with  payments 
in  wheat  for  reducing  wheat  allotments 
below  55  million  aci*es,  and  added  to 
higher  export  subsidy  costs  which 
clearly  would  result.  Subsidy  costs  are 
bound  to  increase:  When  the  mandatory 
support  level  is  raised  from  75  percent 
to  90  percent  of  parity,  the  wheat  price 
per  bushel  in  the  market  is  increased  by 
about  45  cents,  based  on  the  current 
calculation.  If  we  make  strenuous  ef¬ 
forts,  as  we  should,  to  maintain  tradi¬ 
tional  wheat  export  markets,  and  are 
“fortunate”  enough  as  to  export  as 
much  as  450  million  bushels,  extra  costs 
of  the  wheat  export  subsidy  alone  would 
amount  to  around  $200  million  annually. 

The  bill  also  makes  a  change  in  the 
15-acre  wheat  marketing  quota  exemp¬ 
tion;  this  seems  to  be  largely  window 
dressing.  It  does  not  eliminate  the  pro¬ 
vision,  as  the  President  recommended 
if  the  control  route  is  to  be  followed, 
but  the  report  on  H.R.  7246  states  that 
it  “deals  equitably  with  the  15-acre  wheat 
farmer.”  What  it  actually  does  is  to 
reduce  the  exemption  to  the  fanner  to 
12  acres  or  the  highest  planted  acreage 
in  3  years,  1957,  1958,  or  1959.  There  is 
some  reason  to  believe  that  this  provi¬ 
sion  was  included  in  an  effort  to  pick  up 
a  little  more  support  from  those  who 
may  be  persuaded  that  the  bill  is  follow¬ 
ing  control  route  recommendation  in  its 
major  provisions.  Other  provisions  may 
have  been  included  for  the  same  pur¬ 
pose,  that  is,  elimination  of  the  200- 
bushel  marketing  quota  exemption,  and 
establishing  voting  eligibility  provisions 
on  the  previous  year’s  planting  record; 
but  these  provisions  are  likely  to  have 
little  effect  on  the  overall  program. 
Why  is  the  small  family  wheat  farm  dis¬ 
criminated  against? 

The  bill  also  goes  a  long  way  in  im¬ 
posing  additional  restrictions  on  farm 
operations.  The  25-percent  reduction 
of  wheat  acreage  would  require  addi¬ 
tional  visits  and  checkups  on  farms  and 
farming  operations.  An  even  closer 
look  would  have  to  be  taken  if  a  farmer 
applied  for  payments  in  kind,  since  eligi¬ 


bility  for  such  payments  is  contingent 
upon  withholding  the  acreage  involved 
from  all  crop  production  and  from  graz¬ 
ing.  Aside  from  the  additional  restric¬ 
tions  on  farmers,  all  these  visits,  and  re¬ 
sulting  extra  record  keeping,  cost 
money;  administrative  expenses  of  the 
program  are  likely  to  be  much  higher. 

So  off  we  go.  Costs  are  higher;  the 
bureaucracy  is  greater  and  the  dis¬ 
appointments  will  be  more  evident.  Let 
us  stop  stopgapping.  '  Let  us  vote  this 
bill  down. 

Mr.  ROBISON.  Mr.  Chairman,  like 
most  of  us,  I  fear,  I  have  been  sitting 
here  this  afternoon  listening  to  the  de¬ 
bate  on  H.R.  7246 — the  wheat  bill — and 
only  growing  more  and  more  confused. 

So  far  as  I  can  figure  out,  the  only 
point  on  which  there  is  general  agree¬ 
ment  is  that  the  existing  law  has  failed, 
and  failed  miserably.  Here  is  what  this 
Congress  has  achieved  to  date:  A  year 
from  now  our  wlfteat  surplus  will  amount 
to  1.5  million  bushels,  an  amount  three 
times  greater  than  our  annual  consump¬ 
tion  of  wheat  and  wheat  products  for 
food.  The  total  Federal,  investment  in 
that  surplus  will  be  $3.5  billion,  and  we 
are  already  spending  over  a  million  dol¬ 
lars  a  day  just  for  storage,  interest,  and 
transportation  costs  on  this  mountain 
of  wheat.  We  almost  literally  are  up  to 
our  ears  in  wheat. 

Well,  now,  it’s  easy  for  me  to  criticize, 
Mr.  Chairman,  because  all  of  this  started 
before  I  joined  this  august  legislative 
body.  I  am  reminded  of  the  old  story 
of  the  Sunday  school  teacher  who  asked 
her  class  of  youngsters  who  stole  the 
gates  of  the  temple.  All  of  her  pupils 
looked  at  each  other  blankly,  having 
forgotten  their  lesson,  until  one  little 
•boy  began  to  cry.  The  teacher  asked 
him  what  the  trouble  was,  whereupon 
he  said,  through  his  tears,  “Please, 
teacher,  it  wasn’t  me;  I  only  moved  to 
town  last  week.” 

But,  without  seeking  to  blame  anyone 
for  having  tried  with  all  sincerity  and 
all  the  wisdom  they  possessed  to  help 
the  wheat  farmers  of  this  Nation,  isn’t 
it  time,  Mr.  Chairman,  to  put  an  end 
to  this  madness?  I  think  I  know  what 
the  farmers  of  my  congressional  district 
want,  and  that  is  a  return  at  long  last 
to  the  sane,  healthy,  free  enterprise,  sup¬ 
ply  and  demand  basis  American  agricul¬ 
ture  was  on  prior  to  the  beginning  of 
this  uneconomic  and  endless  tinkering 
which  has  proved  such  a  hurt  to  every 
citizen  of  the  United  States.  Isn’t  it 
time  for  us  to  admit  that  the  original 
diagnosis  was  wrong,  or  is  at  least  ter¬ 
ribly  outdated  today,  instead  of  contin¬ 
uing  to  prescribe  one  different  program 
after  another  without  seeming  to  note 
or  care  that  our  patient  is  dying? 

I  think  it  is,  and,  with  the  thought 
in  mind  of  giving  all  those  who  feel  the 
same  way  a  rallying  point,  I  am  today 
introducing  a  bill  which,  very  simply, 
ends  the  entire  Federal  farm  price  sup¬ 
port  program.  It  may  never  see  the 
light  of  day  after  it  is  referred  to  com¬ 
mittee,  but  we  have  got  to  start  some¬ 
where  and  I  think  today  is  the  day. 

Mrs.  MAY.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  my 
view  that  H.R.-7246,  which  was  reported 
out  of  the  House  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 


ture,  is  a  shortsighted  stopgap  measure 
which  attempts  to  go  in  several  direc¬ 
tions  at  once,  and  does  not  begin  to  meet 
the  critical  wheat  issue.  As  a  member  of 
the  Agriculture  Committee,  I  refused  to 
endorse  it.  This  is  a  grossly  inadequate 
bill  which  in  .no  way  answers  our  most 
pressing  farm  problem,  reduction  of  our 
present  oversupply  of  wheat.  I  see  little 
point  in  adopting  this  2 -year  program 
that  solves  nothing,  so  that  in  2  years 
the  Congress  will  be  faced  with  today’s 
farm  problem  compounded  by  our  failure  ’ 
to  squarely  face  the  problem  now. 

The  Washington  and  National  Associa¬ 
tion  of  Wheat  Growers  and  the  National 
Grange  have  given  long  study  to  and 
generally  agree  that  the  permanent  pro¬ 
gram  of  the  wheat  stabilization  plan  is 
the  best  solution  in  attempting  to  solve 
the  crisis  in  wheat.  Many  thinking 
wheat  farmers  and  others  vitally  inter¬ 
ested  in  the  national  problem  agree — and 
I  agree  with  them — that  if  we  are  to  go 
the  rigid  control  route,  then  the  wheat 
stabilization  plan  is  the  most  desirable 
direction  to  take,  especially  in  view  of  the 
tremendous  surpluses,  which,  according 
to  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  will 
rise  to  almost  1.5  billion  bushels  by  June 
30,  1960.  This  huge  surplus  is  about 
three  times  greater  than  the  annual 
U.S.  consumption  as  food.  We  are 
now  spending  over  a  million  dollars 
a  day  just  on  storage,  interest,  and  trans¬ 
portation  costs  in  this  surplus.  I  believe 
that  I  can  say,  without  fear  of  contradic¬ 
tion,  that  we  are  all  agreed  that  the 
soltion  of  this  problem  takes  an  A-l 
priority. 

I  am  sure  that  the  wheatgrowers  in 
the  United  States  today  could  not  care 
less  about  what  it  was,  or  who  it  was, 
that  produced  their  dilemma;  they  are 
just  anxious  for  Congress  to  help  them 
find  a  way  out.  I  am  interested  today 
only  in  advocating  that  it  is  time  we  take 
a  fresh  new  approach  to  the  whole  situa¬ 
tion  and  I  feel  very  strongly  that  the 
ones  who  have  the  most  to  offer  in  help¬ 
ing  us  come  up  with  a  sound,  reasonable 
solution  to  this  crisis  are  those  in  our 
farm  economy  who  grow  wheat.  I  be¬ 
lieve  I  may  go  further  and  say  that  I 
think  there  is  another  point  upon  which 
we  are  all  agreed  and  that  is  that  any 
new  program  in  the  field  of  wheat  econ¬ 
omy  that  comes  out  of  this  session  of 
the  Congress  should  have  certain  goals. 
A  very  concise  summation  of  these  goals 
can  be  described  as  a  program  that  will 
be  less  costly  than  the  one  under  which 
we  are  operating;  a  program  that  will 
reduce  surpluses  rather  than  build  sur¬ 
pluses;  a  program  that  will  lhove  in  the 
direction  of  more  freedom  for  the 
farmer;  and  will  protect  the  wheat- 
grower  from  economic  ruin  while  this 
program  is  going  into  effect. 

In  testimony  befoi*e  the  House  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  in  recent  months, 
nearly  every  individual  or  organization 
that  appeared  before  the  committee 
started  out  by  saying  that  the  legislation 
he  presented  was  not  perfect.  I  believe 
that  this  amounts  to  a  tacit  admission 
that  so  involved  and  complicated  is  the 
problem  that  there  cannot  possibly  be  a 
perfect  legislative  solution  at  this  time. 
Therefore,  I  believe  that  the  great  re- 
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sponsibility  for,  not  only  this  subcom¬ 
mittee,  but  all  of  Congress,  is  to  come  up 
with  legislation  that  is  a  step  in  the  right 
direction  and  I  submit  that  this  is  what 
the  National  Association  of  Wheat  Grow¬ 
ers  presented  to  the  committee  in  their 
Wheat  Stabilization  Act. 

I  should  just  like  to  reiterate  for  you 
the  basic  points  of  their  legislation  which 
has  been  developed  to  stabilize  wheat 
marketing,  thereby  stabilizing  the  in¬ 
come  of  wheat  producers  and  reducing 
Government  stocks  of  wheat.  In  their 
program,  they  have  to  the  best  of  their 
ability  presented  a  plan  that  will,  first 
stabilize  producers  income  at  a  reason¬ 
able  level;  second,  allow  freedom  to  plant 
and  harvest  crops  best  adapted  without 
Government  interference;  third,  permit 
producers  to  carry  reserve  for  short  crop 
years;  fourth,  prevent  wheat  prices  from 
reaching  disastrously  low  level;  and, 
fifth,  enable  wheat  producers  to  market 
best  quality  wheat  in  domestic  food  and 
export  markets  and  lower  grades  in  feed 
markets.  I  would  also  like  to  remind 
you  that  the  drafters  of  this  bill  say  that 
it  is  estimated  that  under  the  present 
program  200  million  bushels  will  be  added 
to  CCC  stocks  annually.  On  the  other 
hand,  the  wheat  stabilization  program 
stops  the  buildup  of  CCC  stocks  and  pro¬ 
vides  for  the  reduction  of  these  stocks  by 
75  million  bushels  annually,  reduction  in 
export  subsidies  of  an  estimated  20  cents 
per  bushel  and  savings  in  storage  costs 
on  the  defense  stockpile  of  approximately 
6  cents  per  bushel. 

-finally,  I  feel  that  because  an  organ¬ 
ization  like  the  National  Association  of 
Wheat  Growers,  which  represents  a  large 
number  of  those  who  are  growing  wheat 
throughout  this  Nation,  have  been 
drafters  of  this  bill,  because  also  they 
have  worked  with  one  of  our  most  power¬ 
ful  and  effective  farm  groups,  the  Na¬ 
tional  Grange,  on  this  legislation.  Cer¬ 
tainly  with  this  type  of  grower  repre¬ 
sentation  behind  this  legislation — which 
has  been  introduced  by  many  Members 
of  Congress — the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  can  do  no  less  than  to  give  it  sin¬ 
cere  and  earnest  consideration.  It  goes 
without  saying  that  if  we  are  to  be  suc¬ 
cessful  in  getting  some  program  to  help 
us  out  of  the  present  crisis  in  wheat  sur¬ 
plus  through  this  session  of  the  Congress, 
we  must  have  a  unified  approach.  It  is 
my  sincere  belief  that  a  very  sound 
place  to  begin  is  with  this  marketing 
quota  and  income  stabilization  plan  as 
presented  by  the  National  Association  of 
Wheat  Growers. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  offer  a  preferential  motion. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  must 
inform  the  gentleman  from  Michigan 
that  the  motion  is  not  debatable. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Is  this 
a  Senate  bill? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  This  is  a  House  bill. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  This  is 
a  Senate  bill  and  the  Chair  holds  that 
it  is  not  debatable  at  this  time? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  All  debate  on  thg 
bill  has  been  ordered  closed. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  This  is 
not  on  the  bill.  This  is  on  a  motion  to 
strike  out  the  enacting  clause  on  the 
ground  that  the  first  amendment  has 


been  denied  to  the  minority  here,  the 
right  of  free  speech  in  debate,  and  this 
being  the  greatest  deliberative  body  in 
the  world  and  the  accusation  having 
been  made  the  other  day  that  the  minor¬ 
ity  was  intimidated,  or  the  majority  was 
being  intimidated.  — 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Michigan  is  a  very  beloved  and 
very  distinguished  and  very  able  parlia¬ 
mentarian,  but  the  majority  have  ruled 
and  ordered  that  all  debate  is  concluded 
at  this  time. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  The 
majority?  Thank  you. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  I  would  just  like 
to  make  a  statement  on  this  question  of 
intimidation  that  the  motion  was  made 
to  enable  some  Republicans  to  get  away 
to  the  Governor  Rockefeller  affair  to¬ 
night. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Under  the  rule,  the 
Committee  rises. 

Accordingly,  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  Evins,  Chairman  of  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  Housfe  on  the  State  of  the 
Union,  reported  that  that  Committee, 
having  had  under  consideration  the  bill 
(H.R.  7246)  to  amend  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended, 
and  Public  Law  74,  77th  Congress,  as 
amended,  pursuant  to  House  Resolution 
285,  he  reported  the  bill  back  to  the 
House  with  sundry  amendments  adopted 
by  the  Committee  on  the  Whole. 

The  SPEAKER.  Under  the  rule,  the 
previous  question  is  ordered. 

Is  a  separate  vote  demanded  on  any 
amendment?  If  not,  the  Chair  will  put 
them  en  gros. 

-  The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
amendments. 

The  amendments  were  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  .  The  question  is  on 
the  engrossment  and  third  reading  of 
the  bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time. 
v  Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Speaker,  when  the  time  comes  for  the 
engrossed  copy  to  be  read,  I  have  a  re¬ 
quest  that  the  engrossed  copy  of  the  bill 
be  read. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 
a  motion  to  recommit  at  the  desk. 

'The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  from 
Michigan  [Mr.  Hoffman]  asks  for  the 
reading  of  the  engrossed  copy. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Speaker,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Speaker,  would 
it  be  in  order  to  vote  on  the  motion  to 
recommit  'at  this  time? 

The  SPEAKER.  It  would  not  be  in 
order  until  after  the  reading  of  the  en¬ 
grossed  copy. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  a  parlia- 
mentary  inquiry. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Did  not  the  Speaker 
put  the  question  on  the  engrossment  and 
third  reading  of  the  bill  and  proceed? 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  from 
Michigan  is  within  his  rights  and  within 
his  time. 
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Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  a  parlia¬ 
mentary  inquiry. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  As  I  understand  the 
situation,  the  gentleman  from  Oklahoma 
[Mr.  Belcher]  had  submitted  a  motion 
to  recommit.  Why  should  we  not  vote  on 
that  this  afternoon? 

The  SPEAKER.  It  is  not  time  to  vote 
on  it.  We  have  got  to  have  the  engrossed 
copy  of  the  bill  here  before  the  motion  to 
recommit  can  be  offered. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  my 
previous  announcement  was  based  upon 
the  completion  of  this  bill  today.  With 
this  demand  for  a  reading  of  the  en¬ 
grossed  copy  of  the  bill,  I  am  very  sorry 
to  say  that  whatever  I  said  before  with 
reference  to  the  program  was  relative  to 
the  completion  of  this  bill.  We  will  have 
to  have  a  vote  on  this  bill  tomorrow.  I 
want  that  to  be  understood  by  the  mem¬ 
bership. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  is  certain 
the  Members  will  understand  that. 
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Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri  asked  and 
was\  given  permission  to  address  the 
House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks  and  include  extrane¬ 
ous  matter,  including  a  bill  table.) 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Speaker, 
some  weeks  ago,  I  called  attention  to 
some  of\  the  abuses  which  have  been 
made  of  \he  privilege  Members  have  of 
extending 'their  remarks  in  the  Congres¬ 
sional  Reoord.  Since  that  time  there 
has  been  much  favorable  comment  on 
the  suggestion  that  Congress  could  save 
vast  sums  of  money  by  exercising  greater 
discretion  in  Vhe  selection  of  material 
that  is  pr intern  in  the  Record. 

Many  Members  have  expressed  their 
interest  in  the  adoption  of  rules,  or  an 
amendment  to  the  act  providing  for  the 
printing  and  binding  and  the  distribu¬ 
tion  of  public  documents,  which  would 
place  some  limitation  on  the  frequency 
of  use  of  this  privilege  under  unanimous 
consent,  and  also  orAthe  volume  of  ex¬ 
traneous  material  wnich  many  believe 
is  not  of  sufficient  interest  and  impor¬ 
tance,  and  certainly  in  many  cases  is  ir¬ 
relevant  and  not  pertinent  to  any  legis¬ 
lation  under  consideration  by  Congress. 

The  fact  that  the  cost  ok  printing  such 
material  in  the  Congressional  Record  is 
approximately  $85  a  page  1ms  caused  an 
estimate  to  be  made  that  by  Vhe  exercise 
of  a  minimum  amount  of  discretion  and 
a  minimum  of  limitation  would  result 
in  the  savings  of  not  less  than  several 
hundreds  of  thousands  of  dolmrs  each 
year.  \ 

The  further  fact  that  the  resolutions 
adopted  by  the  Joint  Committee  on 
Printing  in  1953,  which  resolutions  were 
revised  for  clarification  in  February, 
1956,  have  not  proven  effective  and  have 
been  difficult  of  administration,  nas 
caused  me  to  consider  the  adoption  \of 
an  amendment  to  the  act  which  woukl 
fix  certain  limitations.  Actually  the 
limitations  which  are  suggested  in  thA 
bill  which  I  have  introduced  would  have 
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no  effeb^  on  the  practices  of  an  over¬ 
whelming^  majority  of  the  Members  of 
CongressAin  fact  it  would  offer  a  meas¬ 
ure  of  relief  to  many  Members  who 
sometimes  h&ye  difficulty  in  refusing  to 
request  permission  for  the  printing  of 
extraneous  material  in  the  Appendix  of 
the  Record  whic\  at  times  has  proven 
embarrassing. 

Mr.  Speaker,  as  mtest  of  my  colleagues 
know,  I  have  long  Been  interested  in 
bringing  about  changes  which  I  felt 
would  result  in  greater  eigmomies  in  the 
operation  of  our  Congress^,  and  I  have 
spent  considerable  time  in  analyzing 
some  of  the  practices  whicnvwe  follow, 
and  which  might  be  changedNvith  little 
inconvenience  to  the  MembersNof  Con¬ 
gress,  and  which  on  the  otheW  hand 
would  result  in  the  greatest  savings. 

Let  me  assure  you,  Mr.  Speaker, \hat 
I  have  no  desire  to  take  from  any  Mem¬ 
ber  any  privilege  which  he  now  hi 
which  would  in  any  way  prove  detri¬ 
mental  either  to  him,  or  to  his  con¬ 
stituency.  However,  I  do  feel,  that  in 
carrying  out  the  obligations  I  have  as 
a  member  of  the  Committee  on  House 
Administration,  and  more  particularly 
as  a  member  of  the  Subcommittee  on 
Printing  of  that  committee,  I  should 
call  to  the  attention  of  this  body  the  in¬ 
formation  that  I  have  caused  to  be  as¬ 
sembled,  and  to  present  for  your  con¬ 
sideration  the  results  of  a  study  which 
has  extended  over  a  period  of  the  past 
few  years.  Some  of  the  statistics  which 
this  study  has  developed,  are  most  in¬ 
teresting. 

The  statistics  which  I  propose  to  pre¬ 
sent  here  are  not  up  to  date.  In  fact 
they  are  for  the  1st  and  2d  sessions  of 
the  84th  Congress,  and  the  1st  session 
of  the  85th  Congress,  but  they  do  indi¬ 
cate  the  extent  to  which  the  privilege 
is  used  by  some  and  abused  by  others. 
I  should  mention,  however,  that  the  sit¬ 
uation  grows  progressively  worse  each 
session,  and  for  that  reason  it  would 
seem  that  it  might  be  appropriate  for 
Congress  to  consider  this  problem  be¬ 
fore  it  gets  further  out  of  hand. 

For  instance,  up  until  June  1,  1959, 
printing  of  proceedings  and  debates  in 
the  1st  session  of  the  86th  Congress  has 
required  8,446  pages,  with  an  addition; 
4,580  pages  being  devoted  to  the 
pendix  for  this  same  period.  Up  ufitil 
June  1,  1957,  printing  of  the  proceedings 
and  debates  of  the  1st  session  A>i  the 
85th  Congress  required  only  7,287  pages, 
with  an  additional  4,222  pages/neing  de¬ 
voted  to  the  Appendix.  On/  does  not 
have  to  be  a  mathematician  to  figure 
that  with  an  increase  of  >4,517  pages  of 
the  printed  Record  and/Appendix  dur¬ 
ing  these  two  comparable  periods,  the 
increased  cost — and /I  emphasize  in¬ 
creased  cost — is  y4 128,945  for  this 
5-month  period. 

Up  until  Jun/  1,  1959,  the  cost  of- 
printing  the  /Congressional  Record, 
with  a  total  fff  13,443  pages,  which  in¬ 
cludes  417  pages  of  the  Digest  found  in 
the  back  oi  the  Record  each  day,  com¬ 
puted  aDapproximately  $85  a  page,  to¬ 
tals  $042,655. 

If  /n d  when  hearings  are  held  on 
the  J5ill  which  I  have  introduced,  I  am 
confident  that  I  can  show  any  commit¬ 
tee  that  through  the  exercise  of  a  mini¬ 


mum  of  discretion  and  without  depriv¬ 
ing  the  public  or  the  Members  of  this 
Congress  of  any  valuable  information 
which  is  not  easily  and  readily  avail¬ 
able,  we  can  effect  a  saving  of  approxi¬ 
mately  a  half  million  dollars  a  year  by 
the  adoption  of  this  bill. 

While  I  hesitate  to  take  up  the  val¬ 
uable  space  in  the  Record,  I  am  asking 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  in 
connection  with  these  remarks,  a  short, 
but  rather  comprehensive  memoranda, 
including  the  statistics  referred  to,  pre¬ 
pared  by  a  member  of  the  staff  of  the 
Committee  on  House  Administration, 
and  which  I  believe  will  be  helpful  to 
the  Members  in  determining  whether  or 
not  it  is  in  order  for  this  House  to  con¬ 
sider  this  one  means  by  which  we  can 
begin  to  effect  economies  in  the  opera¬ 
tion  of  our  own  house.  I  believe  such 
action  will  be  applauded  by  the  public, 
and  I  also  believe  it  will  have  a  salutary 
effect  on  other  departments  of  Gov¬ 
ernment  if  they  can  observe  that  Con¬ 
fess  itself  is  interested  in  practicing 


the  economy  that  it  is  constar 
preaching. 

CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD,  APPENDIX,  AND  ^TEN¬ 
SION  OP  REMARKS 

A  careful  and  detailed  analysis  has 
been  made  of  that  part  of  Ahe  Con¬ 
gressional  Record  which  is  included  in 
the  daily  and  green  boundycopies  as  the 
Appendix*,  as  compared  y(\ th  that  por¬ 
tion  of  the  case  bound,  permanent  copies 
called  the  Extension  c n  Remarks.  Be¬ 
ginning  with  the  2d/session  of  the  83d 
Congress,  as  a  result  of  a  resolution  of 
the  Joints  Committee  on  Printing,  cer¬ 
tain  matter  is  ^eleted  from  the  daily 
Appendix,  leaving  only  specific  types  of 
matter  to  be/contained  in  the  perma¬ 
nent  Extension  of  Remarks.  A  copy  of 
this  resolution  follows  the  table  below. 

The  table  which  follows  gives  an  idea 
of  hoiyrnuch  is  actually  bound  in  the 
permanent  form  and  the  number  of 
page/  which  appear  once,  to  be  dis¬ 
carded  and  not  available  for  those  who 
ty  use  the  Congressional  Record  for 
‘esearch  in  later  years: 


\  Subject 

/  84th  Cong. 

85th  Cong. 

f  1st  sess. 

2d  sess. 

1st  sess. 

2d  sess. 

Senate:  \  / 

105- . . 

119. . . 

133 

138. 

1,014  hours  45 
minutes. 

135 

559  hours  41 
minutes. 

112 _ r _ 

801  hours  42 
minutes. 

118,.-... . 

860  hours  44 
minutes. 

141 

House  of  Representatives:  / 

Time  in  session _ V . .  _ .  -/. _ 

471  hours  19 
minutes. 

465  hours  57 
minutes. 

585  hours  19 
minutes. 

562  hours  12 
minutes. 

Congressional  Record:  \  / 

6, 314 . 

6, 154 . 

7, 325 

8,  375. 

'-2, 775. 

'  Extension  of  remarks,  Wi\id . . . 

-2,  098 _ 

—  1,  923- . 

'—2,  400 

Appendix  pages  not  DetainecNtoi  extension  of 

4, 216 . 

3,231 . 

4,  925 

5,600. 

1  Estimated  figu yl,  based  upon  type\of  material  authorized  by  the  Joint  Committee  on  Printing  to  be  included 
in  extension  of  remarks. 


Resolution/  by  the  Joint  Committee  on 
Printing 

(Originally  adopted  June  22,  1953.  iRevised 
foy  clarification  February  6,  1956 
W brer e as  section  181,  title  44,  United  Slates 
Code,  provides,  in  part,  that  the  Joint  Con 
ttee  on  Printing  shall  take  all  needed  ad 
fon  for  the  reduction  of  unnecessary  bulk\ 
dn  the  Congressional  Record;  and 

Whereas  it  is  the  sense  of  the  Joint  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Printing  that  the  printing  of  ex¬ 
traneous  matter  in  the  permanent  form  of 
the  Congressional  Record  constitutes  un¬ 
necessary  bulk  and  a  waste  of  public  funds: 
Now,  therefore,  be  it 

Resolved,  That  beginning  with  the  83d 
Congress,  2d  session,  the  following  rules  shall 
apply  in  the  makeup  of  the  permanent  Cont 

GRESSIONAL  RECORD : 

1.  All  "1-minute  speeches,  regardless  of 
length,  appearing  in  the  Appendix  of  the 
daily  Congressional  Record,  shall  be  moved 
to  that  point  in  the  day’s  proceedings  where 
permission  was  granted  the  Member  to  ad¬ 
dress  the  House  for  1  minute  and  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks. 

2.  All  remarks  by  Members  of  the  House 
on  particular  legislation  under  the  5 -day 
rule,  appearing  in  the  Appendix  of  the  daily 
Congressional  Record,  shall  be  moved  to 
that  point  in  the  day’s  proceedings  of  the 
day  permission  was  granted.  , 

3.  All  statements  prepared  by  Members 
inserted  in  the  Appendix  of  the  daily  Con¬ 
gressional  Record  shall  be  moved  to  the  end 
of  the  proceedings  of  the  day  permission 
was  granted.  This  shall  not  be  construed  to 
include  remarks  prepared  for  the  introduc¬ 
tion  of  extraneous  material. 


4.  All  remarks  of  Members  in  tribute  to 
deceased  Members  or  former  Members  of 
Congress,  appearing  in  the  Appendix  of  the 
daily  Congressional  Record,  shall  be  moved 
to  that  point  in  the  proceedings  of  the  day 
permission  was  granted.  Such  remarks 
must  be  submitted  to  the  official  reporters 
not  later  than  60  days  after  permission  is 
^granted. 

5.  All  extraneous  matter  including  but  not 
Ifinited  to  newspaper  and  magazine  articles, 
editorials,  addresses,  radio  programs,  com- 
mer\a tors’  stories,  resolutions  from  organ¬ 
izations  and  individuals,  letters  from  con¬ 
stituents,  etc.,  together  with  Members’  re¬ 
marks  accompanying  same,  appearing  in  the 
Appendix  >of  the  daily  Congressional  Rec¬ 
ord,  shall  omitted  from  the  permanent 
form  of  th^vCoNGRESsioNAL  Record;  how¬ 
ever  this  restriction  shall  not  apply  to 
speeches,  addresses,  or  articles  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent  and  the  members  of  his  Cabinet,  the 
Vice  President,  or\  Member  of  Congress. 

EXTENSIOlXoF  REMARKS 

Mr.  Speaker,  a  p^ge-by-page  review 
was  made  of  the  Appendix  to  the  Con¬ 
gressional  Record  for  me  1st  session  of 
the  85th  Congress,  usinXthe  foregoing 
resolution  of  the  Joint  Committee  on 
Printing  and  the  actual  nmterial  con¬ 
tained  in  the  extension  of  remarks  in 
the  bound  copies  for  the  two  sessions  of 
the  84th  Congress  as  criteria.  Speeches 
and  statements  prepared  for  or  byVlem- 
bers  of  Congress,  and  remarks  by  Mem¬ 
bers  of  Congress  which  will  be  included  in 
the  extension  of  remarks  for  the  1st  set- 
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Mri  HARRIS  submitted  the  following 
conference  report'  and  statement  on  the 
bill  (S.  \)  to  amend  the  Federal  Airport 
Act  in  order  to  extend  the  time  for  mak¬ 
ing  grantsNmder  the  provisions  of  such 
act,  and  for  other  purposes: 

Conference  Report  (H.  Rept.  No.  538) 

The  committee>of  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  \he  two  Houses  on  the 
amendment  of  the  House  to  the  bill  (S.  1) 
to  amend  the  FederaI\Airport  Act  in  order 
to  extend  the  time  for  naaking  grants  under 
the  provisions  of  such  act,  and  for  other 
purposes,  having  met,  afjer  full  and  free 
conference,  have  been  unaWe  to  agree. 
Oren  HarrisN 
John  Bell  WAliams, 

Peter  P.  Mack,  , 

Kenneth  A.  Robeys, 
William  L.  Springer, 

Alvin  R.  Bush, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Hdy^se. 
Warren  G.  Magnuson, 

Mike  Monronev, 

George  Smathers, 

'  Andrew  P.  Schoeppel, 
Norris  Cotton, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 
Statement 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  at 
the  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of 
the  two  Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the 
House  to  the  bill  (S.  1)  to  amend  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Airport  Act  in  order  to  extend  the  time 
for  making  grants  under  the  provisions  of 
such  Act,  and  for  other  purposes,  report  that 
the  conferees  have  been  unable  to  agree. 
Oren  Harris, 

John  Bell  Williams, 

Peter  P.  Mack,  Jr., 

Kenneth  A.  Roberts, 
William  L.  Springer, 

Alvin  R.  Bush, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 


WHEAT  LEGISLATION 

(Mr.  SHORT  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  at 
this  point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  SHORT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
like  to  make  some  observations  about  the 
present  wheat  legislation  that  wheat 
farmers  are  living  with  and  have  been 
living  with  for  the  past  several  years. 
The  statement  has  been  made  that  pres¬ 
ent  and  proposed  wheat  legislation  is 
devised  for  large  wheat  farmers.  The 
legislation  we  have  at  present  surely  can 
be  described  as  being  not  only  big  farm¬ 
er  legislation,  but  also  real  small  farmer 
legislation.  Under  the  present  law,  it 
has  been  possible  for  a  big  farmer  to 
overseed,  pay  the  penalty  and  come  up 
with  more  net  dollars  per  acre  than  as 
if  he  had  complied  with  his  allotment. 
In  addition,  if  he  overseeded  enough,  he 
could  even  increase  his  base  acreage, 
which  would  result  in  an  increase  in  his 
allotment.  This  increase  for  the  indi¬ 
vidual  who  had  not  complied,  under  our 
fixed  national  allotment,  had  to  be  taken 
away  from  those  who  had  complied  with 
the  program.  Also,  in  some  instances, 
farmers  were  penalized  by  having  acres 
taken  away  from  their  allotment  be¬ 
cause  they  had  not  planted  enough. 

On  the  other  hand,  present  wheat  laws 
have  enabled  onyone,  anywhere,  whether 


or  not  he  had  ever  raised  wheat  before 
or  not,  to  raise  up  to  15  acres  of  wheat, 
just  as  if  he  had  a  15-acre  allotment. 
The  only  difference  being  that  he  was  not 
eligible  for  a  Commodity  Credit  loan. 
Since  the  loan  program  effectively 
pegged  the  price  at  the  support  level, 
however,  this  was  no  hardship  on  this 
15-acre  farmer.  In  1941,  when  the  15- 
acre  exemption  provision  was  adopted  by 
Congress,  there  were  not  too  many 
farmers  raising  less  than  15  acres  of 
wheat.  Everyone  is  in  agreement  that 
the  little  farmer  should  be  given  an  extra 
break.  What  has  happened,  however, 
under-.the  law,  as  the  small  farmer  took 
advantage  of  this  provision  of  the  law, 
and  incidentally  these  people  are  not  all 
small  farmers,  wheat  raising  was  ex¬ 
panded  by  leaps  and  bounds  outside  the 
traditional  wheat  growing  areas.  As 
enough  of  this  expansion  took  place, 
new  States  became  eligible  for  inclusion 
as„commercial  wheat  States.  They  were 
given  a  State  allotment  which  had  to  be 
taken  from  the  total  National  allotment. 
In  readjusting  the  National  allotment. 
States  such  as  my  State  of  North  Dakota, 
had  to  take  a  cut  which  was  proportion¬ 
ately  absorbed  by  every  farmer  in  the 
State.  These  farmers,  whose  primary 
means  of  livelihood  stemmed  from  wheat 
production,  were  cut  down  on  their  allot¬ 
ments  to  give  people  who,  in  most  in¬ 
stances,  had  never  raised  a  bushel  of 
wheat  before  in  their  lives,  an  opportu¬ 
nity  to  go  into  the  wheat  business. 

My  State  of  North  Dakota  has  suffered 
more  than  any  other  major  wheat  pro¬ 
ducing  State  from  the  workings  of  these 
peculiarities  in  the  present  law.  With 
the  Nation’s  highest  percentage  of  com¬ 
pliance  with  allotments,  we  have  lost 
■almost  twice  the  acreage  of  any  other 
wheat-producing  State. 

To  clarify  further,  if  possible,  the  pic¬ 
ture  of  who  produces  wheat  and  the  size 
of  operation  under  which  the  great  ma¬ 
jority  of  wheat  is  ^produced,  let  me  give 
you  a  few  statistics  regarding  the  size 
of  wheat  farms  in  North  Dakota.  On 
the  great  majority  of  these  farms,  wheat 
is  the  primary  income.  We  do  not  have 
a  great  variety  of  crops  that  can  be  pro¬ 
duced  on  farms  in  the  larger  portion  of 
my  State.  I  must  say  that  livestock  pro¬ 
duction  could  be  greatly  expanded,  but 
even  that  has  definite  limitations. 

In  North  Dakota,  the  largest  group  of 
farmers  as  to  size  of  wheat  allotments, 
is  in  the  size  category  between  100  and 
200  acres,  19,523.  The  next  largest  cate¬ 
gory  is  between  50  and  75  acres,  where 
we  have  12,744.  Below  50  acres  in  size, 
we  have  a  total  of  23,228,  almost  one- 
third  of  our  farms.  In  the  200-  to  300- 
acre  category,  we  have  only  4,731.  In 
the  300-  to  400-acre  category,  1,542.  In 
the  400-  to  500-acre  category,  489.  In 
the  500-  to  1,000-acre  category,  399. 
Above  1,000  acres,  we  have  only  29  al¬ 
lotments.  I  might  add  here  that  if  all 
these  1,000 -acre  allotments  were  added 
together,  they  would  be  some  short  of 
the  40,000-acre  wheat  farm  mentioned 
on  the  floor  here  yesterday.  So  far  as 
my  State  is  concerned,  we  just  don’t 
have  any  real  large  wheat  farms. 


SE 
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H.R.  7680:  THE  ROOSEVELT  LABOR-> 
MANAGEMENT  REFORM  BILL 

(Mr.  ROOSEVELT  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  extend  his  remarks 
at  this  point  in  the  Record  and  jhclude 
a  bill.) 

Mr.  ROOSEVELT.  Mr.  /Speaker, 
Wednesday  evening,  the  John  Subcom¬ 
mittee  of  the  House  Committee  on  Edu¬ 
cation  and  Labor  closed  tofe  public  hear¬ 
ings  on  proposed  management-labor 
reform  bills. 

Today,  the  difficult  task  of  approving 
legislaticn  for  the/consideration  of  the 
House  has  begun/  In  an  effort  to  pro¬ 
vide  a  constructive  approach,  as  the  re¬ 
sult  of  the  weeks  of  public  hearings,  I 
have  today /introduced  a  bill.  Under 
unanimous/consent,  I  include  it  following 
these  remarks. 

It  is  readily  apparent  that  the  bill  is 
drawn/  from  four  principal  sources: 
First/  the  testimony  of  witnesses;  sec¬ 
ond;  the  so-called  Kennedy-Ervin  bill; 
tjnrd,  the  management-labor  reform  bill 
assed  by  the  Legislature  of  the  State  of 
New  York  and  signed  by  its  Governor; 
and,  fourth,  the  proposal  of  my  col¬ 
league,  Representative  Kearns,  H.R. 
7265. 

I  would  invite  particular  attention  to 
the  New  York  statute.  New  York,  like 
my  own  California,  is  a  leading  indus¬ 
trial  State.  Its  legislature  has  strong 
Republican  majorities.  Its  Governor  is 
a  registered  Republican.  After  con¬ 
siderable  debate  and  consideration,  it 
adopted  a  statement  of  findings  and 
policy  which  I  have  embodied  as  section 
2  of  my  proposal.  This  policy  is  mod¬ 
erate  and  strikes  directly  at  the  abuses 
of  fiduciary  responsibility  of  some  labor 
officials  which  are  the  main  concern  of 
working  men  and  women  and  the  general 
public.  It  does  not  attempt  to  embark 
on  a  new  policy  of  interference  in  the  in¬ 
ternal  management  of  unions.  It  ex¬ 
pressly,  as  in  section  210(b)  of  my  pro¬ 
posal,  does  not  raise  or  limit  further  the 
right  to  strike,  picket  or  other  concerted 
activities  for  the  purpose  of  collective 
bargaining.  But  I  emphasize  this  omis¬ 
sion  is  not  a  blanket  approval  of  all  such 
present  practices.  That  there  is  a  need 
or  a  thoughtful,  constructive  reapprais- 
of  these  activities  is  denied  by  no  one. 
I  have  heeded  the  advice  and  opinions 
given  us  only  yesterday  by  Senator  John 
McCdellan  before  the  House  subcommit¬ 
tee.  My  proposal,  therefore,  calls  for  a 
special  joint  committee  of  the  Congress 
to  make  \uch  a  study  and  report  by 
April  1,  1961),  in  order  that  its  recom¬ 
mendations  haay  be  acted  on  before  the 
end  of  the  86tli\Congress. 

I  have  long  bebn  a  worker  for  the  rights 
of  minorities  anaShidividuals,  within  the 
framework  of  the  tieeds  of  the  general 
welfare.  The  evidence  before  us  de¬ 
mands,  I  believe,  a  workable  bill  of  rights 
for  the  protection  of  \mion  members. 
This,  my  proposal  contain^. 

Finally,  I  would  stress  ’the  simplicity 
and  directness  of  the  proposed  measure. 
It  is  offered  with  no  claim  of'perfection, 
nor  will  it  achieve  the  goals  of  extremists. 
It  is  offered  because  of  my  firmSconvic- 
tion  that  reasonable  legislation  is  iieces- 
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sary  rW,  and  that  proposals  for  more 
radical  ap.d  far-reaching  steps  need  fur¬ 
ther,  but\not  unlimited,  consideration 
for  which  I^ave  provided. 

\  H.R.  7680 

Bill  to  provide  fsa-  certain  obligations  of  offi¬ 
cers  and  agentsspf  labor  organizations  and 
of  employer  organizations,  employers,  and 
labor  relations  consultants;  and  providing 
for  a  study  of  manaVement-labor  problems 
generally  \ 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Ssnate  and  House  'of 
Representatives  of  the  hfnited  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assemb\d ,  That  this  Act 
may  be  cited  as  the  ‘‘Labor  and  Management 
Improper  Practices  Act  of  1951V’ 

Declaration  of  findings,  purpose\and  policy 
Sec.  2.  The  rights  of  employees  ts  organize 
and  to  bargain  collectively  through  labor  or¬ 
ganizations  of  their  own  choosing  ha\e  been 
affirmatively  protected  by  the  FederarUaws. 
Encouraged  by  these  laws,  a  substantial\ro- 
portion  of  the  employees  in  the  Nation  have 
become  members  of,  and  contribute  finark 
cially  to,  labor  organizations  for  the  purpose's 
of  bargaining  collectively  with  their  emp- 
ployers  concerning  wages  and  other  condi¬ 
tions  of  employment.  To  the  officers  and 
agents  of  their  labor  organizations,  these  em¬ 
ployees  have  entrusted  their  funds  and  the 
power  to  act  in  their  behalf  in  achieving  the 
purposes  of  their  labor  organizations. 

Experience  has  shown  instances  where  offi¬ 
cers  and  agents  of  some  labor  organizations 
have  abused  their  positions  of  fiduciary  re¬ 
sponsibility. 

Experience  has  also  shown  instances  in 
which  some  employers,  employer  organiza¬ 
tions,  and  labor  relations  consultants  have 
participated  in  or  induced  such  abuses  of 
fiduciary  responsibility  by  officers  and  agents 
of  such  labor  organizations.  * 

Responsible  leaders  of  the  labor  movement 
have  recognized  that  union  officers  and 
agents  have  a  fiduciary  duty  to  serve  the 
members  of  the  union  honestly  and  faith¬ 
fully,  and  these  leaders  have  taken  coura¬ 
geous  action  against  those  who  have  vio¬ 
lated  their  trust.  Experience,  however,  has 
shown  that  labor’s  efforts  to  correct  abuses 
from  within  need  to  be  aided  and  supple¬ 
mented  by  legislation. 

Such  abuses  have  had  a  harmful  effect  on 
the  general  welfare,  health,  and  safety  of 
employees  and  the  public,  and  have  the 
tendency  or  necessary  effect  of  burdening 
or  obstructing  commerce  by  (1)  impairing 
the  efficiency,  safety,  or  operation  of  the 
instrumentalities  of  commerce;  (2)  occurring 
in  the  current  of  commerce;  (3)  materially, 
affecting,  restraining,  or  controlling  the  fiovtr 
of  raw  materials  or  manufactured  or  proc¬ 
essed  goods  into  or  from  the  channels  of 
commerce,  or  the  prices  of  such  mater/s  or 
goods  in  commerce;  or  (4)  causing  dfoiinu- 
tion  of  employment  and  wages  in  soch  vol¬ 
ume  as  substantially  to  impair  dr  disrupt 
the  market  for  gods  flowing  into  A r  from  the 
channels  of  commerce.  AccovOingly,  it  is 
the  market  for  goods  flowing  i/o  or  from  the 
hereby  declared  to  be  the  pi/ic  policy  of  the 
United  States  that  officers/and  agents  of  a 
labor  organization  shall  /e  held  to  a  fidu¬ 
ciary  obligation  in  handWng  the  labor  organi¬ 
zation’s  assets;  that  such  officers  and  agents 
shall  not  acquire  financial  interests  which 
interfere  or  tend  t/nterfere  with  the  faith¬ 
ful  performance  /their  responsibility  to  the 
labor  organization;  and  that  such  officers  and 
agents  shall  a/unt  fully  to  the  members  of 
such  labor  organizations  for  all  assets  and 
financial  tnmsactions.  It  is  hereby  further 
declared  /be  the  public  policy  of  the  United 
States  tUat  employers,  employer  organiza¬ 
tions,  hroor  relations  consultants,  and  other 
persons  shall  not  participate  in  or  induce 
violations  of  such  fiduciary  obligation  by  offi¬ 
cer^  and  agents  of  labor  organizations. 


Definitions 

Sec.  3.  When  used  in  this  Act  the  term — 

(1)  “Person”  includes  one  or  more  indi¬ 
viduals,  partnerships,  associations,  or  corpo¬ 
rations,  whether  acting  for  themselves  or  in 
a  representative  capacity. 

(2)  “Labor  organization”  means  any  or¬ 
ganization  of  any  kind  which  exists  for  the 
purpose,  in  whole  or  in  part,  of  represent¬ 
ing  employees  in  dealing  with  employers  or 
employer  organizations  engaged  in  an  ac¬ 
tivity  or  industry  affecting  commerce  con¬ 
cerning  terms  and  conditions  of  employment, 
grievances,  labor  disputes,  or  other  matters 
incidental  to  the  employment  relations,  and 
shall  include  the  parent  national  or  interna¬ 
tional  organization  of  a  labor  organization. 

(3)  “Employer”  means  any  person  en¬ 

gaged  in  an  activity  or  industry  affecting 
commerce  employing  another  includes  any 
person  acting  as  an  agent  of  an  employer, 
directly  or  indirectly.  • 

(4)  “Employer  organization”  means  any 
organization  of  any  kind  which  exists  for 
the  purpose,  in  whole  or  in  part,  of  repre¬ 
senting  employers  in  dealing  with  employees 
or  labor  organizations  concerning  terms  and 
''conditions  of  employment,  grievances,  labor 
disputes,  or  other  matters  incidental  to  the 
employment  relationship. 

(Ito  “Labor  relations  consultant”  means 
any  person  who,  for  compensation,  advises 
or  represents  an  employer,  employer  orgain- 
zation,  ok  labor  organization  concerning  .em¬ 
ployee  organizing,  concerted  activities,  or 
collective  bargaining  activities,  but  shall  not 
include  a  director,  officer,  or  regular  em¬ 
ployee  of  sucniemployer,  employer/organiza¬ 
tion,  or  labor  Organization,  or  all  attorney 
engaged  in  the  practice  of  law/ 

(6)  “Officer”  means  any  person  holding  or, 

in  fact,  performing  dr  authorized  to  perform 
the  functions  of  an  office  lyfmed  or  described 
in  the  constitution,  cfte/er,  articles  of  in¬ 
corporation,  articles  o /association,  or  by¬ 
laws  of  a  labor  organiz*ion  or  employer 
organization^.  /  \ 

(7)  “Agent”  me/s  any  person,  other  than 

an  attorney  engaged  in  the  practice  of  law, 
who  represents/"  is  authorizedVo  represent 
a  labor  organisation  or  employer,  organiza¬ 
tion,  alone  or  with  others,  in  itik  dealings 
with  employers,  employees,  members,  em¬ 
ployer  or/nizations,  labor  organizations,  or 
other  p/ons,  regardless  of  whether  his  re¬ 
lation/ip  to  the  labor  organization  or  V- 
ploy/organization  is  that  of  an  independent 
con/actor  or  employee.  \ 

V8)  "Commerce”  means  trade,  traffic,  com¬ 
merce,  transportation,  transmission  or  com¬ 
munication  among  the  several  States  or  be¬ 
tween  any  State  and  any  place  outside 
thereof.  For  purposes  of  this  sub-section, 
“State”  includes  any  State  of  the  United 
States,  the  District  of  Columbia,  Hawaii, 
Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  American 
Samoa,  Guam,  Wake  Island,  the  Canal  Zone, 
and  outer  Continental  Shelf  lands  defined  in 
the  Outer  Continental  Shelf  Lands  Act  (ch. 
345,  67  Stat.  462.) . 

(9)  An  activity  or  industry  “affecting 
commerce”  means  any  activity  or  industry 
in  commerce  or  in  which  a  labor  dispute 
would  hinder  or  obstruct  commerce  or  the 
free  flow  of  commerce,  and  includes  any 
activity  or  industry  “affecting  commerce” 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Labor  Manage¬ 
ment  Relations  Act  of  1947,  as  amended. 

TITLE  I - BILL  OP  RIGHTS 

Sec.  101.  The  constitution,  by-laws,  or 
other  basic  documents  of  every  labor  organi¬ 
zation,  as  adopted  and  approved  by  its  mem¬ 
bership,  shall  include  the  following — 

(1)  Rules  of  order  for  the  conduct  of  its 
meetings  and  conventions; 

(2)  Provisions  for  charges,  notice  and 
hearing  in  disciplinary  matters,  other  than 
fines  for  non-attendance  at  union  meetings 
and  for  failure  to  pay  dues; 


(3)  Provisions  setting  forth  the  right  tor 
seek  redress  against  such  union  in  the  cou/ 
of  law  or  before  administrative  agencies  a/er 
exhaustion  of  remedies  within  a  reasonable 
period  of  time,  not  to  exceed  six  months; 

(4)  The  democratic  right  to  vote/n  new 

or  additional  dues  or  initiation  fe/  and  to 
vote  on  assessments  exceeding  $l/00  in  any 
one  fiscal  year;  / 

(5)  The  democratic  right  to/attend  union 
meetings,  participate  in  un/n  affairs,  and 
participate  and  vote  on  nominations  and 
elections  of  union  officer/ 

£6)  The  right  to  expr/  views,  arguments, 
or  opinions  in  all  m/ters  directly  or  in¬ 
directly  affecting  the /nion ; 

Provided,  That  not/ng  in  this  section  shall 
be  construed  to  i/pair  the  right  of  a  labor 
organization  to  /make  reasonable  rules  and 
regulations  wi/ respect  to  the  matters  here¬ 
in,  including/  but  not  limited  to,  mainte¬ 
nance  of  or/r  and  decorum  at  union  meet¬ 
ings,  and  /e  right  to  adopt  and  enforce  rea¬ 
sonable  /les  as  to  the  responsibility  of  every 
membe/ toward  the  organization  as  an  in¬ 
stitution  and  as  a  collective  bargaining  agent 
and/to  his  refraining  from  conduct  that 
w/ld  interfere  with  the  performance  of  its 
legal  or  contractual  obligations.  Such  rules 
/nd  regulations  shall  be  presumed  to  be 
reasonable  unless  held  to  the  contrary  by  the 
court  of  competent  jurisdiction  as  herein¬ 
after  provided. 

Sec.  102.  Any  member  who  shall  feel  ag¬ 
grieved  because  of  the  failure  of  a  labor 
organization  to  comply  with  the  above,  or  to 
comply  with  its  constitution,  bylaws,  or 
basic  documents  relating  to  the  above,  shall 
first  exhaust  his  remedies  within  such  organ¬ 
ization.  If,  after  a  period  of  six  months, 
such  remedies  have  not  been  finally  ex¬ 
hausted  or  the  complaint  satisfactorily  ad¬ 
justed,  such  member  may  then  file  a  sworn 
complaint  with  the  Federal  Mediation  and 
Conciliation  Service.  The  Service  shall  make 
an  investigation  and  conduct  a  hearing  if  it 
deems  necessary,  and  if  the  Federal  Media¬ 
tion  and  Conciliation  Service  finds  that  fur¬ 
ther  extension  of  time  for  exhaustion  .of 
remedies  within  such  organization  is  unrea¬ 
sonable.  The  Service  may  dismiss  the  com¬ 
plaint  or  issue  advisory  recommendations 
with  respect  thereto,  but  neither  the  mem¬ 
ber  nor  the  labor  organization  shall  be 
required  to  accept  such  recommendations. 
If  the  member  still  feels  aggrieved  after 
final  action  of  the  Service  he  may  bring  an 
action  in  a  district  court  of  the  United  States 
for  such  relief  as  may  be  appropriate.  Any 
Vuch  action  against  a  labor  organization 
shall  be  brought  in  a  United  States  District 
Court  of  the  district  where  the  alleged  vio¬ 
lation  occurred  or  where  the  headquarters  of 
such  >abor  organization  is  located. 

Sec.\o3.  The  Federal  Mediation  and  Con- 
ciliationNService  shall  keep  adequate  records 
of  the  matters  -presented  to  it  under  the 
procedures\et  forth  herein  and  shall  report 
its  findings  Nand  recommendations  to  the 
Senate  and  the  House  of  Representatives 
by  not  later  than  January  31,  1961,  and  an¬ 
nually  thereaftemnn  January  1. 

TITLE  II - FIDTTCIAr\  OBLIGATIONS;  REPORTING 

Fiduciary  6bligation\of  officers  and  agents 

Sec,  201.  No  officer  ok  agent  of  a  labor  or¬ 
ganization  shall,  directlk  or  indirectly — 

(1)  have  or  acquire  an^iecuniary  or  per¬ 
sonal  interest  which  wouldVonfiict  with  his 
fiduciary  obligation  to  such  e^ganization; 

(2)  engage  in  any  business  or  financial 

transaction  which  conflicts  witmhis  fiduciary 
obligation;  or  \ 

(3)  act  in  any  way  which  subordinates  the 
interests  of  such  labor  organization  to  his 
own  pecuniary  or  personal  interests.  \ 
Specific  prohibited  financial  mterests\and 

transactions  \ 

Sec.  202.  (a)  Without  limiting  his  ficu^ 
clary  obligation  provided  in  section  201,  i\ 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  passed  wheat  bill.  Cori<e«es  were  appointed  iu  b°ch 
Senate  concurred  in  House  amendment  to  tobadco  price  support  bill.  House  receive 
conference  report  on  Interior  appropriati/n  bill  (includes  FS)  .  Senate ov-de 
to  extend  authority  for  refinancing  fartp' loans\  Senate  passed  over  bill  to  provide 
for  centennial  celebration  of  establishment  of  U^pA  and  land-grant  colleges. 
Johnston  and  Neuberger  and  Rep.  Morrison  introduced  and  Sen. 

^)deral  employee  health  bill. 


Sens. 
Johnston  discussed 


SENATE 

TOBACCO.  Concurred  An  the  House  amendment  to  S.  1901,  whicft^provides  that 
tobacco  price  supports  shall  be  90%  of  parity  computed  under\the  new  or  old 
formula,  whichever  is  lower  (pp.  9583-4).  This  bill  will  now  N?e  sent  to  the 


President.  Tl 
loans  or  pur< 


House  amendment  limited  to  $50,000  the  total  anWt  of  CCC 
tases  made  to  any  person  on  the  1960  production  of  tobacco. 


2.  WHEAT.  Sen.  Humphrey  commended  the  action  of  the  House  in  passing  S.  1968,  the 
wheat  bill,  and  expressed  hope  that  Senate  conferees  will  agree  with  the  House 

action,  pp.  9634-5  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ — — - — - - — - 

~Sefu  Proxmire  inserted  a  newspaper  article,  'The  State  of  Congress,  comment¬ 

ing  on*  the  status  of  legislation,  including  the  lack  of  agreement  on  a  wheat 
program,  let  alone  a  basic  change  in  the  disastrous^  farm  program  generally. 

K.  9576 
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3.  ALASKA.  Agreed  to  the  House  amendment  to  H.  R.  7120,  to  amend  certain  laws  of 
the  0,  S.  in  light  of  the  admission  of  Alaska  into  the  Union  (p.  9575).  This 
bill  Will  now  be  sent  to  the  President. 


4.  FARM  LOANS.  Passed  without  amendment  S.  1941,  to  amend  Sec.  17  of  the  Bankhead- 
Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act  so  as  to  continue  the  authority  of  FHA  to  make  real  estatf 
loans  for  refinancing  farm  debts  for  two  years,  until  June  30,  1961.  p.'  9589 


5.  WATER  UTILIZATION.  Passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  1306,  to  amend  the  /Columbia 
Basin  Project  Act  so  as  to  permit  delivery  of  water  for  use  by  Washington 
State  College  for  research  purposes  (pp.  9584-5).  This  bill  will  now  be  sent 
to  the  President. 


6. 


FOSTAL  RATES.  Passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  5212,  to  revise  the  minimum  charge 
on  pieces  of  mail  of  odd  sizes  and  shapes  (p.  9587) .  This  bill  will  now  be 
sent  to  the  President. 


7. 


ARCHELOGICAL  DATA.  Passed  without  amendment  S.  1185,  to  provide  for  the  preser¬ 
vation  of  historical  and  archeological  data  which  might  otherwise  be  lost  as  a 
result  of  the  construction  of  a  dam.  p.  9592 


8. 


CENTENNIAL  CELEBRATION.  Passed  over,  at  the  request  of  Sen.  Engle,  H.  R,  4012, 
to  provide  for  the  centennial  celebration  of  the  establishment  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  and  the  land-grant  colleges  and  State  universities, 
p.  9587  .  .  \ 

Sen.  Wiley  urged  passage  of  this  bill  and  inserted  a  statement  on  the  purpose 
of  the  centennial  observances,  pp.  9577-8 


X 


9.  MILITARY  CONSTRUCTION.  Passed  over,  at  the  request  of  Sen.  Engle,  H.  R.  5674,  to 
authorize  construction  at  military  installations,  including  the  use  of  foreign 
currencies  under  Public  Law  480  for  foreign  military  housing,  p.  9584 


10,  REORGANIZATION  PLANS.  Passed  over,  at  the  request  of  Sen.  Engle,  H.  R.  5140, 
to  amend  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949  so  as  to  extend  the  time  in  which  the 
Act  will  apply  to  reorganization  plans  transmitted  ttq  Congress  at  any  time  be¬ 
fore  June  1,  1961.  p.  9588 


11. 


RESEARCH.  Passed  over,  at  the  request  of  Sen.  Engle,  S.  §64,  to  provide  greater 
protection  against  the  introduction  and  dissemination  of  diseases  of  livestock 
and  poultry,  p.  9589 


( 


12.  FARM  CREDIT.  Passed  over,  at  the  request  of  Sen.  Engle,  S.  15f3,  to  clarify  the 
status  of  the  Federal  land  banks,  the  Federal  intermediate  credit  barks,  and  the 
banks  for  cooperatives  and  their  officers  and  employees  with  respect  to  certain 
laws  applicable  to  officers  and  employees  of  the  U.  S. ;  and  S,  15ll  to  amend  the 
Federal  Farm  Loan  Act  to  transfer  responsibility  for  making  appraisals  from  the 
Farm  Credit  Administration  to  the  Federal  land  banks,  p.  9589 


13.  APPRO PRAITIONS. 
appropriations 


■''Passed  over,  at  the  request  of  Sen.  Engle,  S.  2094,  to 
for  the  Atomic  Energy  Commission,  p.  9592 


ithorize 


14.  LAND.  Passed  as  reported  S.  1521,  to  provide  for  the  removal  of  restrictions\on 
use  with  tespect  to  a  tract  of  land  in  Cumberland  Co.,  Tenn. ,  formerly  under  che 
jurisdiction  of  FHA,  which  was  conveyed  to  Tenn.  pp,  9596 


15. 


16. 


17. 


FORESTRY,  Passed  over,  at  the  request  of  Sen.  Keating,  H.  R.  2497,  to  add 
tain  lands  located  in  Idaho  to  the  Boise  and  Payette  National  Forests, 
p.  9591 

Sen.  Murray  urged  additional  appropriations  for  the  national  forest! 
stated  that  20  Senators  had  signed  letters  "to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
and  DirectorNof  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  endorsing  the  recommendation  of  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations  that  a  budget  request  be  submitted  during  this 
session  of  Congress  to  implement  the  program  for  the  national  forests  during 
fiscal  year  I960,”  and  inserted  a  copy  of  the  letter  to  the  Budget  Bureau. 

P.  9577 

\  / 

SURPLUS  FOOD.  Sen.  Humphrey  inserted  and  commended  a  pamphlet  from  the  National 
Council  of  Christian  Churches,  "Share  Our  Surpluses,"  reviewing  activities 
of  churches  in  distributing  surplus  foods  to  needy  persond  overseas,  p.  9603 

POULTRY;  FARM  LOANS.  Sen.  Humphrey  inserted  a  resolution  of  the  Northeastern 
Assoc,  of  State  Department^  of  Agriculture  urging  this  Department  to  increase 
the  purchases  of  dried  eggs  ^nd  poultry  for  the  school  lunch  program,  and  ex¬ 
tension  of  the  authority  of  FH^.  for  refinancing  fa/m  loans,  p.  9603 


LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Sen.  Johnsoti  announced  that?  it  is  expected  that  the 
Appropriations  Committee  will  report  several  appropriation  bills  for  considera¬ 
tion  this  week,  June  15-19.  pp. 


19.  ADJOURNED  until  Mon.,  June  15.  p.  964. 


HOUSE/ 


20.  WHEAT.  Passed,  188  to  177,  with  amendments  H.  R.  7246,  the  wheat  bill.  Passed 
S.  1968,  a  similar  bill,  after  amending  the  bill  to  substitute  the  provisions 
of  H.  R.  7246,  as  passed.  H.  R.  7246  was  laid  on  the  table  (9644-51,  9687, 
A5078).  Conferees  were  appointed  in'  both  Houses  (9633-4,  9651). 

Rejected,  141  to  224,  a  motion  by  Rep. Belcher  to  recommit  the  bill  to  the 
Agriculture  Committee  with  instructions  to  insert  the  provisions  of  his  bill, 

H.  R.  7611  (9645-7). 

.  7  V - 

W.  INTERIOR  APPROPRIATION  BILL  FOR  1960.  Received  the  conference  report  on  this 
bill,  H.  R.  5915  (H.  Rep*7.  545).  (pp.  9700-2,  9703)  See  the  end  of  this 
digest  for  information  regarding  Forest  Service  items,  and  excerpts  from  the 
conference  report. 

/  \ 

22.  EXPERIMENT  STATIONS.  Received  from  this  Department  a  report  on  the  State  agri¬ 

cultural  experimeftt  stations  for  1958,  pursuant  to  sec.  7* of  the  Hatch  Act,  as 
amended,  p.  9702 

23.  PRICES;  WAGES.  The  Government  Operations  Committee  reported  without  amendment 

H.  R.  6263,  to  amend  the  Employment  Act  of  1946  to  provide  for  its  ore  ef¬ 
fective  administration,  and  to  bring  to  bear  an  informed  public  opi  Lpn  upon 
price  and/Wage  increases  which  threaten  economic  stability  (H.  Rept. 
p.  9703 


24.  PUBLIC /WORKS.  The  Public  Works  Committee  reported  without  amendment  H.  R.  ^634, 
to  authorize  the  construction,  repair,  and  preservation  of  certain  public  wbrks 
on/rivers  and  harbors  for  navigation  and  flood  control  (H.  Rept.  541).  p.  9703 


NtSONNEL.  The  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee  voted  to  report  (bat 
dkd  not  report)  with  "technical  amendment,'5  H.  R.  5178,  to  provide  for  health 
ana\medical  services  for  civilian  employees  in  Government  service  oversea 
and  their  dependents.  p.  D472 

26.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Received  from  the  Rhode  Island  Legislature  a  memorial  requesting 
that  a  reexamination  of  the  "merits  of  the  farm  support  program"  witm  a  view 
to  aid  theponsumer  and  eliminate  wasteful  and  expensive  farm  surpluses  and 
urging  a  $50Vp00  ceiling  on  price  support  benefits,  p.  9703 


27. 


PAYMENTS  IN  LIElT^OF  TAXES.  Received  from  the  Maryland  Legislature  a  memorial 
urging  favorable ''action  on  S.  910,  to  authorize  the  payment  to  local  govern¬ 
ments  of  sums  in  l\eu  of  taxes  and  special  assessments  with /respect  to  certain 
Federal  real  property,  p.  9703 

\ 


28.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM. 

dar  will  be  called  and 
Mutual  Security  authoriza 
cerning  the  effect  of 


29.  ADJOURNED  until  Mon.,  June  15. 


McCormack  announced  that  on  Mqh.  the  Consent  Calen- 
after  that  the  House  will  consider  H.  R.  7500  the 
on  bill,  and  H.  R.  3,  rule/  of  interpretation  con- 
1  laws  on  State  laws,  p/  9651 
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ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 


30.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Rep.  Lane  inserted  an 'editorial'  which  suggests  that  "Congress 

should  be  required  to  face  the  fact  an^  talye  more  effective  action"  to  provide 
a  workable  farm  program,  pp,  A5047-8 

.  Sen.  Murray  commended  and  inserted  an)&ddress  by  Clay  L.  Cochran,  AFL-CIO, 
"Full  Employment  and  the  Good  Life,"  fa/or^ng  a  "carefully  worked  out  system 
of  production  payments,"  and  a  "direct/foodplistribution  and/or  food-stamp 
program."  pp.  A5048-9 

Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Dagyfe  stating  fehat  "I  am  entitled  to  point  out 
that  I  have  consistently  opposed  the  continuanc/vof  high  supports  ...,"  and 
inserting  an  editorial,  "Let  Congress  Face  It."  po.  A5071-2 

Rep.  Rogers,  Fla.,  inserted  the  results  of  his  questionnaire  including  the 
farm  price  support  program,  p/  A5083 


:lng  an  article, 
'protesting  indig- 
)49-50 


31.  PUBLIC  DEBT.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Sen.  Proxmire  inse} 

"Higher  Interest  Rates  anc^new  Debt  Limit  to  Pay  Them," 
nantly  the  President's  high  interest  rate  request."  pp, 

Rep.  Alger  inserted  Mhurice  H.  Stans',  Director  of  the  Biireau  of  the  Budget, 
statement  before  the  H/  Ways  and  Means  Committee  on  the  statutory  debt  limit, 
p.  A5093 

32.  WATER  RESOURCES.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Sen.  Yarborough  inserting\an  editorial 

"Waste  of  Water  C/n  Lead  to  Real  Trouble  for  United  States  of  America."  pp, 
A5051-2  X 


33.  PERSONNEL.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Foley  inserting  an  editorial,  "Ufccle 

Sam  and  His  Workers, "discussing  employee-management  relations  by  Federal 
ployees  and  stating  that  "shocking  conditions  reminiscent  of  a  by-gone  era  'I^n 
American  labor  history  are  the  day-to-day  experience  of  thousands  of  employe! 
of  the  F/deral  Government."  pp.  A5057-9 

34.  4-H  CLA)bS.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Edmondson  commending  the  4-H  Club 
prog/am  and  giving  some  background  information  on  the  29th  National  4-H  Con¬ 
ference  which  began  June  13.  p.  A5068 


EAT,  Rep,  Wier  inserted  a  reprint  of  a  radio  broadcast  released  by  the 
Farmers  Union  Grain  Terminal  Ass'n  criticizing  the  proposed  Belcher  wheat 
_bik.  p.  A5Q69 _ _ L _ 

Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Quie  listing  his  proposed  amendments  to  the 
wheat  bill  and  explaining  "their  effect,  and  the  reason  behind  them," 
p.  A5030 

Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Short  supporting  Rep.  Quie's  proposed  amend¬ 
ments  to  &he  wheat  bill.  pp.  A5087-8 

T 


36.  STOCKPILING,  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Reuss  inserting  an  article,  "The 

National  Boondoogle-Goose  Feathers  and  Castor  Oil,"  and  stating  that  it 
"raises  a  number  of  thoughtful  and  serious  questions  about  our  stockpiling  and 
surplus  storage  programs."  pp.  A5072-3 

37.  ELECTRIFICATION.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep,  Cunningham  inserting  several 

essays  written  by  high  school  students  on  the  value  of  rural  electrification 
to  the  home  and  community,  pp.  A5076-7,  A5080-1 


BILLS  INTRODUCED 


)  38.  PERSONNEL.  S.  2162,  by  Sen.  Johnston,  S,  Caf.  (for  himself  and  Sen,  Neuberger) , 
and  H.  R.  7712,  by  Rep.  Morrison,  to  provide  a  health  benefits  program  for 
Government  employees;  to  S.  and  H.  Post-Office  and  Civil  Service  Committees. 
Remarks  of  Sen.  Johnston,  pp.  9572-4 

\  J 

39.  LANDS.  H.  R.  7701,  by  Rep.  Berry,  to  provide  a  program  for  an  Operation 

Bootstrap  for  the  American  Indian  in  order  to  improve  conditions  among  Indians 
on  reservations  and  in  other  comipunities;  to  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs 
Committee.  Remarks  of  author,  /pp,  9697-700 

\ 

40.  PATENTS.  H.  R.  7705,  by  Rep.  McDowell,  to  amend  chapter  27  of  title  35  of  the 

United  States  Code  with  respect  to  the  rights  of  the  United  States  in  certain 
patents  arising  out  of  research  and  development  contracts  with  the  United 
States;  to  Judiciary  Compdttee. 

/  \ 

41.  TRANSPORTATION.  H.  R.  77708,  by  Rep.  Moulder,  to  amend  the  Interstate  Commerce 

Act,  as  amended,  so  <as  to  strengthen  and  improve  the  national  transportation 
system,  insure  the /protection  of  the  public  interest;  to  Interstate  and  For¬ 
eign  Commerce  CommjPttee. 

42.  FEED  GRAINS.  H/R.  7710,  by  Rep.  Smith,  Iowa,  to  amenchthe  Agricultural  Adjust¬ 

ment  Act  of  1938  to  provide  a  program  of  acreage  allotments  and  price  supports 
for  feed  grains;  to  Agriculture  Committee. 

-0- 

C0MMITTEE  HEARINGS  ANNOUNCEMENTS: 

June  15:  /Reorganization  Plan  No.  1  regarding  authority  of  Forest  Se 
transfers,  etc.,  H.  Gov't  Operations. 


over  land 


oOo 

For'  supplemental  information  or  copies  of  legislative  material  referred  to,\oall 
:.  4654  or  send  to  Room  105 -A. 


EXCERPTS  FROM  THE  CONFERENCE  COMMITTEE  REPORT  ON 
THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  INTERIOR  AND  RELATED  AGENCIES 
APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1960 


'The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  do  not  concur  in  the  views  of  fctie 
Senate  Committee  that  the  provision  of  additional  funds  to  implement/the 
'  Program  "for  the  National  Forests'  should  be  considered  later  during  this 
session  in  ^connection  with  the  Supplemental  Appropriation  Act  for  1960. 
This  new  program  has  only  recently  been  submitted  for  consideration  by 
the  legislative  committees'  and  the  consideration  of  any  additional  fund 
requirements  should  properly  await  their  review  and  recommendations,  as 
appropriate,  and  che  submission  of  the  regular  annual  budget  estimates 
for  fiscal  year  196 j 

*  ■  *  ‘  *  *  ‘  . 


"TITLE  I 'L- -GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

"Amendments  Nos.  43,  44,  and  45\  Elimina^s,  as  proposed  by  the  Senate, 
language  inserted  by  the  House  limiting /the  amount  that  may  be  expended 
for  engineering  and  design  of  construction  projects  and  limiting  the  cost 
of  single  family  employee  housing  unites  to  $18,000  each.  The  conferees 
are  concerned  about  the  excessive Angiwqering  and  design-  costs  being  in¬ 
curred  on  construction  projects  And  directs  that  the  ...  Forest  Service 
thoroughly  review  present  polices,  practices,  and  staffing  and  submit  to 
the  Committee  in  connection  with  the  1961  Budget  a  complete  report  of  the 
action  taken  and  savings  ijx  funds  and  reductions  in  personnel  achieved  in 
this  regard. 


"The  conferees  also  expect  that  appropriate  administrative  action  will  be 
taken  by  all  agencies  concerned  to  adopt  standard  employee  houses  and  to 
establish  necessary  regulations  to  assure  that  unit  costs  of  planning  and 
construction  aige  held  to  the  minimum  commensurate  with  the  provision  of 
adequate  housing.  The  conferees  further  agree  that  the  totsal  cost  of 
single  family  employee  housing  units  in  the  United  States,  deluding  Alaska 
including*engineering  and  design,  shall  not  exceed  $20,000  each,  exclusive 
of  provision  of  utilities  to  the  lot  line.  Exceptions  to  this  limitation 
must  be  submitted  to  the  Committees  on  Appropriations  for  prior  approval. 

Idition,  employee  houses  shall  not  exceed  the  following  standard : 

/s4me  as  recommended  in  Senate  Report-- see  Digest  92/ 
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tors, 'Hr  anticipation  of  the  playing  of 
“The  Star-Spangled  Banner”;  or  has 
stood  silent-  qn  the  sidewalk,  as  the  flag 
passes  in  parade,  again  amidst  a  throng 
of  suddenly  quiet  onlookers,  or  has  par¬ 
ticipated  in  the  modest,  yet  ever  power¬ 
ful,  flag-salute  ceremonies  at  school. 

All  such  occasions  pro>kte  an  unex¬ 
plainable  sense  of  drama;  ami  the  re¬ 
sults,  I  suspect,  are  more  Jar  Teaching 
than  is  generally  realized. 

Of  course,  Mr.  President,  there 
those  who  think  along  different  lines — ' 
those  who  determine  America’s  national 
strength  in  practical  terms,  such  as  man¬ 
power,  mechanized  equipment,  and 
natural  resources.  Yet,  how  often  I  have 
wondered  whether  their  theorizing  is 
overly  inclined  toward  practical  consid¬ 
erations.  Judging  from  the  reaction  of 
the  average  American  to  his  flag,  can  it 
not  be  safely  presumed  that  its  energy¬ 
giving  qualities  are,  in  effect,  as  vital  as 
the  productivity  of  an  industrial  center, 
such  as -Detroit? 

Certainly  there  have  been  many 
hold  similar  opinions.  As  the  f^rfied 
clergyman,  Henry  Ward  Beech#';  once 
said  of  the  flag : 

It  Is  not  a  painted  rag.  I#fs  a  whole  na¬ 
tional  history,  it  is  the  Constitution,  it  is  the 
Government.  It  is  the>fee  people  that  stand 
in  the  Government/dir  the  Constitution. 

And  as  President  Woodrow  Wilson  de¬ 
clared,  at^a  later  time  of  crisis: 

The  tilings  that  the  flag  stands  for  were 
crea#u  by  a  great  people.  Everything  that  it 
stands  for  was  written  by  their  lives.  The 
lag  is  the  embodiment,  not  of  sentiment,  but 
of  history.  It  represents  the  experiences 


made  by  men  and  women,  the  experiences  of 
those  who  do  and  live  under  the  flag. 

While  discounting  the  traditional  ex¬ 
aggeration  in  such  declarations,  I  none¬ 
theless  think  we  must  recognize  them  as 
valid.  And  in  view  of  their  validity,  we 
must  hail  this  day — Flag  Day,  1959 — as 
a  moment  of  great  consequence,  for  it  is 
now  that  we  honor,  not  merely  a  symbol, 
but  a  people  and  a  popular  will,  as  well  as 
our  historic  past  and  our  hope  for  to-v 
morrow. 

Few  occasions  throughout  the^ear 
cohcern  so  many  issues  worthv^df  such 
consideration,  and  hope,  anjj/prayer,  as 
does  Flal 


ADJOURN! 


TO  MONDAY 


In  the  Air  Force 

The  following  officers  to  assigned  to 
positions  of  importance  arid  responsibility 
designated  by  the  President  in  the  rank  of 
lieutenant  general,  udder  the  provisions  of 
section  8066,  titlp^fo  of  the  United  States 
Code: 

Maj.  Gen^Truman  Hempel  Landon,  93A, 
RegularAfr  Force. 

MajdGen.  Emery  Scott  Wetzel,  464A,  Reg- 
ul^dAir  Force. 

Maj.  Gen.  Mark  Edward  Bradley,  Jr.,  552A, 
Regular  Air  Force. 

Maj.  Gen.  Walter  Campbell  Sweeney,  Jr., 
555A,  Regular  Air  Force. 

Maj.  Gen.  Archie  Jordon  Old,  Jr.,  605A, 
Regular  Air  Force. 

Maj.  Gen.  John  Paul  McConnell,  J611A, 
Regular  Air  Force. 


Mr.  KUCHEt.  Mia  President,  as  in 
legislative^ssion,  ana'ander  the  order 
previously  entered,  I  mcJve  that  the 
Senate  stand  adjourned  untilMqnday  at 
m. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  ?at^5 
o’clock  and  11  minutes  p.m.) ,  as  in  legis 
lative  session,  the  Senate  adjourned, 
under  the  order  previously  entered,  until 
Monday,  June  15,  1959,  at  12  o’clock 
meridian. 


NOMINATIONS 

Executive  nominations  received  by  the 
Senate  June  12,  1959:  • 

Atomic  Energy  Commission 
John  S.  Graham,  of  North  Carolina,  to  be 
a  member  of  the  Atomic  Energy  Commission 
for  the  term  expiring  June  30,  1964.  (Re¬ 
appointment.) 


CONFIRMATIONS 

Executive  nominations  confirmed  by 
the  Senate  June  12, 1959: 

In  the  Army 

The  nomination  of  Frank  J.  Kobes,  Jr.,  for 
appointment  as  professor  of  physical  educa¬ 
tion,  U.S.  Military  Academy,  which  was  re¬ 
ceived  in  the  Senate  on  May  19,  1959. 

Thfesnominations  of  Walter  H.  Abbott  and 
all  nominations  following  thereafter,  to  and 
including  Ailnn  T.  Zukowski,  which  were  re¬ 
ceived  by  the'S<mate  on  May  19,  1959. 

InNhe  Navy 

The  nominations  oiEtonald  J.  Conlon  and 
the  officers  following  theheafter,  to  and  in¬ 
cluding  George  Sabbag,  which^were  received 
by  the  Senate  on  May  21, 1959. 

The  nominations  of  Benjamin'S^  Man¬ 
chester  III  and  other  officers  for  permanent 
appointment  in  the  Marine  Corps,  wHk(h 
were  received  by  the  Senate  on  May  19,  195Eh 
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The  House  met  at  12  o’clock  noon. 

The\Chaplain,  Rev.  Bernard  Bra^kamp, 
D.D.,  offered  the  following  prayer: 

Luke  17:  5:  Lord,  increase  our  faith. 

God  of  all  grace  and  goodness.  Thou  j 
hast  revealed  Thyself  in  the  wonders  and  * 
splendor  of  the  world  of  nature,  and  now 
we  would  turn  our  thoughts  to  Thee  in  j 
praise  and  adoration. 

Grant  that  Thy  spirit,  which  is  filling' 
the  earth  with  so  much  loveliness,  may  ■ 
breathe  upon  us  its  quickening  and  re- 
generating  power  that  our  lives  shall  bud 
and  bloom  into  the  beauty  and  strength  j 
of  the  more  abundant  life. 

Help  us  to  appreciate  more  fully  that  j 
Thou  art  always  ready  to  give  Thyself  j 
unto  us  according  to  our  need  and  to  j 
lead  us  in  our  quest  for  that  nobler  j 
and  higher  self  which  we  have  not  yet  j 
attained. 

We  beseech  Thee  to  deliver  us  from  ! 
those  fears  that  cause  us  to  stand  trem-  { 
bling  in  weakness  ipto  that  joyous  faith  : 
which  inspires  us  to  walk  with  courage 
and  hope.  \ 

Hear  us  in  Christ’s  pame.  Amen. 

\ 

THE  JOURNAL 

The  Journal  of  the  proceedings  of  yes¬ 
terday  was  read  and  approved. 


CORRECTION  OP  R^LLCALL 

Mr.  COLLIER.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  roll- 
call  No.  77  on  yesterday  I  pm  recorded 
as  absent.  I  was  present  anti  answered 
to  my  name.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  Record  and  Journal  bacorrected 
accordingly.  \ 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Illi¬ 
nois?  \ 

There  was  no  objection.  \ 

Mr.  JARMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  roll- 
call  No.  77  on  yesterday  I  am  recorded 
as  absent.  I  was  present  and  answered 
to  my  name.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  Record  and  Journal  be  cor¬ 
rected  accordingly.  \ 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Okla¬ 
homa?  \ 

There  was  no  objection.  ' 


WHEAT  PROGRAM  FOR  1960-61 

The  SPEAKER.  The  unfinished  busi¬ 
ness  is  the  reading  of  the  engrossed  copy 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  7246)  to  amend  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  the 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended,  and  Public  Law  74,  77th  Con¬ 
gress,  as  amended. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  title 


Friday,  June  12,  1959 

X  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as 
amended,  is  amended  by  adding  the  follow¬ 
ing  new  section : 

“Sec.  106.  Notwithstanding  the  provisions 
of  section  101  of  this  Act,  for  each  of  the 
1960  and^JOei  crops  of  wheat  price  support 
shall  be  made  available  as  provided  in  this 
section.  The  support  price  for  each  such 
crop  shall  be  90  per  centum  of  the  parity 
price  thereof.  Wheat  of  any  such  crop  shall 
be  eligible  for  price  support  only  if  (1)  the 
farm  on  which  the  wheat  is  produced  is  in 
compliance  with  the  farm  wheat  acreage  al¬ 
lotment  for  such  crop,  and  (2)  the  total 
acreage  on  the.  farm  devoted  to  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  crops  supported  under  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  which  would 
normally  be  harvested  in  the  calendar  year 
in  which  the  wheat  crop  for  which  the  pro¬ 
ducer  applies  for  price  support  is  normally 
harvested,  does  not  exceed  the  total  average 
annual  acreage  on  the  farm  devoted  to  the 
production  of  such  price  supported  crops 
for  harvest  in  1957  and  1958,  less  an  acreage 
equal  to  25  per  centum  of  the  farm  acreage 
allotment  for  the  crop  of  wheat  for  which 
application  for  price  support  is  made  which 
would  be  in  effect  for  the  farm  except  for 
the  reduction  thereof  as  provided  in  section 
334(c)  (2)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended:  Provided,  however. 
That  a  farm  shall  be  deemed  in  compliance 
with  the  foregoing  requirements  for  price 
support  for  wheat  if  no  crop  other  than 
wheat  supported  under  the  Agricultural  Act 
of  1949,  as  amended,  is  produced  on  the 
farm  for  harvest  in  1960  or  1961,  whichever 
is  applicable,  and  the  farm  is  in  compliance 
with  the  farm  wheat  acreage  allotment.  In 
accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by 
the  Secretary,  the  acreage  of  such  price  sup¬ 
ported  crops  for  1957  and  1958  may  be  ad¬ 
justed  for  abnormal  weather  conditions,  es¬ 
tablished  crop-rotation  practices  for  the 
farm,  diversion  under  soil  bank  programs, 
and  to  reflect  history  acreage  preserved  un¬ 
der  section  377  of  the  Agricultural  Adjust¬ 
ment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  to  the  extent 
of  any  unused  allotment  not  diverted  to  the 
production  of  such  price  supported  crops. 
For  the  purposes  of  this  section  a  producer 
shall  not  be  deemed  to  have  exceeded  the 
farm  acreage  allotment  or  the  acreage  of 
permitted  price  supported  crops  for  the 
farm  unless  the  producer  knowingly  ex¬ 
ceeded  such  allotment  or  permitted  acreage. 
In  addition,  for  the  1960  or  1961  crops  of 
wheat,  if  marketing  quotas  for  the  particular 
crop  are  in  effect  and  the  producers  on  the 
farm  meet  the  foregoing  requirements  for 
price  support  and,  in  accordance  with  reg¬ 
ulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  desig¬ 
nate  an  acreage  on  the  farm  equal  to  the  25 
per  centum  reduction  in  the  farm  acreage  al¬ 
lotment  required  under  section  334(c)  (2)  of 
the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act.  as  amend¬ 
ed,  for  the  particular  crop  of  wheat  and  do 
not  produce  any  crop  thereon  which  is  nor¬ 
mally  harvested  in  the  calendar  year  in 
which  the  particular  crop  of  wheat  is  nor¬ 
mally  harvested  and  do  not  graze  such  acre¬ 
age  during  such  year,  such  producers  shall 
be  entitled  to  a  wheat  payment  in  kind 
from  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  stocks 
equal  in  value  to  one-third  of  the  average 
annual  yield  in  bushels  of  wheat  per  har¬ 
vested  acre  on  the  farm  for  the  three  years 
immediately  preceding  the  year  for  which 
the  designation  is  made,  adjusted  for  ab¬ 


normal  weather  conditions  and  as  deter¬ 
mined  under  regulations  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary,  multiplied  by  the  number  of  des¬ 
ignated  acres.  Such  wheat  may  be  marketed 
without  penalty  but  shall  not  be  eligible  for 
price  support.  The  payment  in  kind  shall 
be  made  by  the  issuance  of  a  negotiable  cer¬ 
tificate  which  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  shall  redeem  in  wheat  equal  in  value  to 
the  value  of  the  certificate.  The  certificate 
shall  have  a  value  equal  to  the  number  of 
bushels  determined  as  aforesaid  multiplied 
by  the  basic  county  support  rate  per  bushel 
for  number  one  wheat  of  the  crop  normally 
harvested  in  the  year  for  which  the  acreage 
is  designated  and  for  the  county  in  which 
the  designated  acreage  is  located.  The 
wheat  redeemable  for  such  certificate  shall 
be  valued  at  the  market  price  thereof  as 
determined  by  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion.  The  Secretary  shall  provide  by  regula¬ 
tion  for  the  sharing  of  a  certificate  among 
producers  on  the  farm  on  a  fair  and  equi¬ 
table  basis.  The  acreage  on  the  farm  which 
would  otherwise  be  eligible  to  be  placed  in 
conservation  reserve  program  for  1960  or 
1961  shall  be  reduced  by  an  amount  equal 
to  the  required  reduction  of  25  per  centum 
under  section  334(c)  (2)  of  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938.  as  amended,  for 
the  wheat  crop  of  the  corresponding  year. 
Price  support  at  90  per  centum  of  parity  un¬ 
der  this  section  shall  be  made  available  only 
to  cooperators  and  only  if  producers  have 
not  disapproved  marketing  quotas  for  the 
crop:  Provided  further,  (1)  That  begin¬ 
ning  with  the  crop  of  wheat  to  be  harvested 
in  1960,  the  total  amount  of  price  support 
extended  to  any  person  on  any  year’s  pro¬ 
duction  of  wheat  through  loans  or  purchases 
made  or  made  available  by  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation,  or  other  agency  of  the 
XJ.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  shall  not  ex¬ 
ceed  $35,000,  (2)  That  the  term  ‘person’ 
shall  mean  an  individual,  partnership,  firm, 
joint-stock  company,  corporation,  associa¬ 
tion,  trust,  estate,  or  other  legal  entity,  or 
any  two  or  more  legal  entities  the  beneficial 
ownership  of  which  is  substantially  the 
same  or  is  in  members  of  the  same  house¬ 
hold,  or  a  State,  political  subdivision  of  a 
State,  or  any  agency  thereof,  except  that  in 
the  case  of  a  partnership  made  up  of  two 
or  more  separate  families  or  households  each 
such  family  or  household  may  be  considered 
at  its  option  as  a  person  for  the  purposes  of 
this  subsection,  (3)  That  in  the  case  of  any 
loan  to,  or  purchase  from,  a  cooperative 
marketing  organization,  such  limitation 
shall  not  apply  to  the  amount  of  price 
support  received  by  the  cooperative  market¬ 
ing  organization,  but  the  amount  of  price 
support  made  available  to  any  person 
through  such  cooperative  marketing  organi¬ 
zation  shall  be  included  in  determining  the 
amount  of  price  support  received  by  such 
person  for  purposes  of  such  limitation,  and 
(4)  That  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall 
issue  regulations  prescribing  such  rules  as  he 
determines  necessary  to  prevent  the  evasion 
of  such  limitation.  In  case  marketing 
quotas  are  disapproved,  price  support  shall 
be  made  available  to  cooperators  and  non¬ 
cooperators  at  50  per  centum  of  parity:  Pro¬ 
vided,  however.  That  for  the  purpose  of  sec¬ 
tion  407  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as 
amended,  the  current  support  price  for 
wheat  shall  be  determined  on  the  basis  of  a 
price  support  level  for  wheat  of  75  per  cen¬ 
tum  of  the  parity  price  therefor.’’ 
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Sec.  2.  (a)  In  lieu  of  the  provisions  of  item 
(1)  of  Public  Law  74,  Seventh-seventh  Con¬ 
gress,  as  amended,  the  following  provisions 
shall  apply  to  the  1960  and  1961  crops  of 
wheat : 

"(1)  If  a  national  marketing  quota  for 
wheat  is  in  effect  for  any  marketing  year, 
farm  marketing  quotas  shall  be~in  effect  for 
the  crop  of  wheat  which  is  normally  har¬ 
vested  in  the  calendar  year  in  which  such 
marketing  year  begins.  The  farm  marketing 
quota  for  any  crop  of  wheat  ,shall  be  the 
actual  production  of  the  acreage  planted  to 
such  crop  of  wheat  on  the  farm  less  the 
farm  marketing  excess.  The  farm  marketing 
excess  shall  be  an  amount  equal  to  double 
the  normal  yield  of  wheat  per  acre  estab¬ 
lished  for  the  farm  multiplied  by  the  num¬ 
ber  of  acres  planted  to  such  crop  of  wheat 
on  the  farm  in  excess  of  the  farm  acreage 
allotment  for  such  crop  unless  the  producer, 
in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed 
by  the  Secretary  and  within  the*time  pre¬ 
scribed  therein,  establishes  to  the  satisfac¬ 
tion  of  the  Secretary  the  actual  production 
of  such  crop  of  wheat  on  the  farm.  If  such 
actual  production  is  so  established  the  farm 
marketing  excess  shall  be  such  actual  pro¬ 
duction  less  the  actual  production  of  the 
farm  wheat  acreage  allotment:  Provided, 
however,  That  the  farm  marketing  excess 
shall  be  adjusted  to  zero  if  the  total  actual 
production  on  the  farm  does  not  exceed  the 
normal  production  of  the  farm  wheat  acre¬ 
age  allotment.  Actual  production  of  the 
farm  wheat  acreage  allotment  shall  mean  the 
actual  average  yield  per  harvested  acre  of 
wheat  on  the  farm  multiplied  by  the  num¬ 
ber  of  acres  constituting  the  farm  acreage 
allotment.  In  determining  the  actual  aver¬ 
age  yield  per  harvested  acre  of  wheat  and 
the  actual  production  of  wheat  on  the  farm 
any  acreage  utilized  for  feed  without  thresh¬ 
ing  after  the  wheat  is  headed,  or  available 
for  such  utilization  at  the  time  the  actual 
production  is  determined,  shall  be  consid¬ 
ered  harvested  acreage  and  the  production 
thereof  in  terms  of  grain  shall  be  appraised 
in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed 
by  the  Secretary  and  such  production  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  actual  production  of  wheat 
on  the  farm.  The  acreage  planted  to  wheat 
on  a  farm  shall  include  all  acreage  planted 
to  wheat  for  any  purpose  and  self-seeded 
(volunteer)  wheat,  but  shall  not  include 
any  acreage  that  is  disposed  of  prior  to  har¬ 
vest  in  accordance  with  regulations  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Secretary.” 

(b)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of 
item  (2)  of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh 
Congress,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1340(2)), 
the  rate  of  penalty  on  wheat  of  the  1960  and 
1961  crops  shall  be  65  per  centum  of  the 
parity  price  per  bushel  of  wheat  as  of  May 
1  of  the  calendar  year  in  which  the  crop  is 
harvested. 

(c)  In  lieu  of  the  provisions  of  item  (3) 
of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Congress, 
as  amended,  the  following  provisions  shall 
apply  to  the  1960  and  1961  crops  of  wheat: 

“(3)  The  farm  marketing  excess  for  wheat 
shall  be- regarded  as  available  for  rharketing, 
and  the  penalty  and  the  storage  amount  or 
amounts  of  wheat  to  be  delivered  to  the 
Secretary  shall  be  computed  upon  double 
the  normal  production  of  the  excess  acreage. 
If  the  farm  marketing  excess  so  computed 
is  adjusted  downward  on  the  basis  of  actual 
production  as  hertofore  provided  the  differ¬ 
ence  between  the  amount  of  the  penalty  or 
storage  computed  on  the  basis  of  double  the 
normal  production  and  as  computed  on 
actual  production  shall  be  returned  to  dr 
allowed  the  producer  or  a  corresponding 
adjustment  made  in  the  amount  to  be  de¬ 
livered  to  the  Secretary  if  the  producer  elects 
to  make  such  delivery.  The  Secretary  shall 
issue  regulations  under  which  the  farm  mar¬ 
keting  excess  of  wheat  for  the  farm  shall  be 
stored  or  delivered  to  him.  Upon  failure  to 


store,  or  deliver  to  the  Secretary*  the  farm 
marketing  excess  within  such  time  as  may 
be  determined  under  regulations  prescribed 
by  the  Secretary  the  penalty  computed  as 
aforesaid  shall  be  paid  by  the  producer.  Any 
wheat  delivered  to  the  Secretary  hereunder 
shall  become  the  property  of  the  United 
States  and  shall  be  disposed  of  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  for  relief  purposes  in  the  United 
States  or  foreign  countries  or  in  such  other 
manner  as  he  shall  determine  will  divert  it 
from  the  normal  channels  of  trade  and  com¬ 
merce.” 

(d)  Item  (7)  Public  Law  74,  Seventy- 
seventh  Congress,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C. 
1340(7))  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(7)  A  farm  marketing  quota  on  any  crop 
of  wheat  shall  not  be  applicable  to  any  farm 
on  which  the  acreage  planted  to  wheat  for 
such  crop  does  not  exceed  15  acres:  Provided, 
however.  That  a  farm  marketing  quota  on 
the  1960  and  1961  crops  of  wheat  shall  be 
applicable  to  any  farm  on  which  the  acre¬ 
age  of  wheat  exceeds  the  smaller  of  (1)  12 
acres  or  (2)  the  highest  number  of  acres 
planted  to  wheat  on  the  farm  for  harvest  in 
the  calendar 'years  19^7,  1958,  or  1959.” 

Sec.  3.  Item  (12)  of  Public  Law  74, 
Seventy-seventh  Congress,  as  amended  (7 
U.S.C.  1340(12)  )  shall  not  be  applicable  with 
respect  to  the  1960  and  1961  crops  of  wheat. 

Sec.  4.  The  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 
of  1938,  as  amended,  is  amended  as  follows: 

(a)  Section  334  is  amended  by  inserting 
“(1)  ”  after  “(c)  ”  and  adding  a  new  subpara¬ 
graph  (2)  following  subparagraph  (c)  (1)  to 
read  as  follows : 

“(2)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  law,  each  old  or  new  farm  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  for  the  1960  and  1961  crops  of  wheat 
as  determined  on  the  basis  of  a  minimum 
national  acreage  allotment  of  fifty-five  mil¬ 
lion  acres  shall  be  reduced  by  25  per  centum. 
In  the  event  notices  of  farm  acreage  allot¬ 
ments  for  the  1960  crop  of  wheat  have  been 
mailed  to  farm  operators  prior  to  the  -ef¬ 
fective  date  of  this  subparagraph  (2)  new 
notices  showing  the  required  reduction  shall 
be  mailed  to  farm  operators  as  soon  as 
practicable.” 

(b)  Section  334  is  further  amended  by  in¬ 
serting  a  new  paragraph  (d)  between  para¬ 
graphs  (c)  and  (e)  to  read  as  fallows: 

“(d)  For  the  purposes  of  paragraphs  (a), 
(b),  and  (c)  of  this  section  any  farm  on 
which  the  farm  marketing  excess  is  adjusted 
to  zero  because  of  underproduction  pursuant 
to  applicable  provisions  of  law  shall  be  re¬ 
garded  as  a  farm  on  which  the  entire 
amount  of  the  farm  marketing  excess  has 
-been  delivered  to  the  Secretary  or  stored 
in  accordance  with  applicable  regulations  to 
avoid  or  postpone  the  payment  of  the 
penalty.” 

(c)  Subsection  (f)  of  section  335  is 
amended  by  striking  out  the  semicolon  at 
the  end  of  item  (1)  and  adding  “and  shall 
not  apply  to  other  farms  with  respect  to  the 
1960  and  1961  crops;”. 

(d)  Section  336  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

“Sec.  336.  Between  the  date  of  issuance  of 
any  proclamation  of  any  national  marketing 
quota  for  wheat  and  July  25  of  the  year  in 
which  the  proclamation  is  made  the  Secre¬ 
tary  shall  conduct  a  referendum  by  secret 
ballot  to  determine  whether  farmers  favor 
or  oppose  such  quota.  Farmers  eligible  to 
vote  in  such  referendum  shall  be  producers 
on  farms  with  respect  to  which  a  wheat  al¬ 
lotment  has  been  established  pursuant  to 
the  the  provisions  of  this  Act  for  the  crop 
of  wheat  normally  harvested  in  the  calendar 
year  in  which  the  referendum  is  held  and 
who  have  complied  with  such  acreage  allot¬ 
ment.  If  the  Secretary  determines  that 
more  than  one-third  of  the  farmers  voting 
in  the  referendum  oppose  such  quota  he 
shall  prior  to  the  effective  date  of  such 


quota  by  proclamation  suspend  the  opera¬ 
tion  of  the  national  marketing  quotas  with 
respect  to  wheat”. 

(e)  Section  362  is  amended  by  deleting  the 
second  sentence  thereof. 

Sec.  5.  Subsections  (b)  (c)  of  section  335 
of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938, 
as  amended,  are  hereby  repealed  and  sub¬ 
section  (d)  of  said  section  is  repealed  ef¬ 
fective  beginning  with  the  1960  crop  of 
wheat. 

Mr.  HALLECK  (interrupting  the  read¬ 
ing  of  the  engrossed  copy) .  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
reading  of  the  engrossed  copy  be  dis¬ 
pensed  with. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  In¬ 
diana? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer 
a  motion  to  recommit. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  the  gentleman  op¬ 
posed  to  the  bill? 

Mr.  BELCHER.  I  am,  Mr.  Speaker. 
The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  report 
the  motion  to  recommit. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Mr.  Belcher  moves  to  recommit  the  bill 
H.R.  7246  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 
with  instructions  to  report  the  same  back  to 
the  House  forthwith  with  the  following 
amendment:  Strike  out  all  after  the  enact¬ 
ing  clause  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the 
following:  “That  title  I  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  is  amended  by  add¬ 
ing  the  following  new  section : 

“  ‘Sec.  106.  Notwithstanding  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  section  101  of  this  Act,  if  marketing 
quotas  are  disapproved  for  the  1960  crop  of 
wheat,  the  level  of  price  support  to  coopera¬ 
tors  and  noncooperators  for  the  1960  crop 
and  each  subsequent  crop  of  wheat  shall  be 
50  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  of 
wheat:  Provided,  That  if  price  support  at  50 
per  centum  of  the  parity  price  is  in  effect 
under  this  section,  the  current  price  sup¬ 
port  for  wheat,  for  the  purposes  of  section 
407  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as 
amended,  shall  be  determined  on  the  basis 
of  a  price  support  level  for  wheat  of  75  per 
centum  of  the  parity  price  therefor.’ 

“Sec.  2.  (a)  Item  (1)  of  Public  Law  74, 
Seventy-seventh  Congress,  as  amended,  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“‘(1)  If  a  national  marketing  quota  for 
wheat  is  in  effect  for  any  marketing  year, 
farm  marketing  quotas  shall  be  in  effect  for 
the  crop  of  wheat  which  is  normally  har¬ 
vested  in  the  calendar  year  in  which  such 
marketing  year  begins.  The  farm  market¬ 
ing  quota  for  any  crop  of  wheat  shall  be  the 
actual  production  of  the  acreage  planted  to 
such  crop  of  wheat  on  the  farm  less  the 
farm  marketing  excess.  The  farm  market¬ 
ing  excess  shall  be  an  amount  equal  to 
double  the  normal  yield  of  wheat  per  acre 
established  for  the  farm  multiplied  by  the 
number  of  acres  planted  to  such  crop  of 
wheat  on  the  farm  in  excess  of  the  farm 
acreage  allotment  for  such  crop  unless  the 
producer,  in  accordance  with  regulations 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary  and  within  the 
time  prescribed  therein,  establishes  to  the 
satisfaction  of  the  Secretary  the  actual  pro¬ 
duction  of  such  crop  of  wheat  on  the  farm. 
If  such  actual  production  is  so  established 
the  farm  marketing  excess  shall  be  such 
actual  production  less  the  actual  production 
of  the  farm  wheat  acreage  allotment:  Pro¬ 
vided,  however,  That  the  farm  marketing 
excess  shall  be  adjusted  to  zero  if  the  total 
actual  production  on  the  farm  does  not  ex¬ 
ceed  the  normal  production  of  the  farm 
wheat  acreage  allotment.  Actual  produc¬ 
tion  of  the  farm  wheat  acreage  allotment 
shall  mean  the  actual  average  yield  per  har- 
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vested  acre  of  wheat  on  the  farm  multiplied 
by  the  number  of  acres  constituting  the 
farm  acreage  allotment.  In  determining  the 
actual  average  yield  per  harvested  acre  of 
wheat  and  the  actual  production  of  wheat 
on  the  farm  any  acreage  utilized  for  feed 
without  threshing  after  the  wheat  is  headed, 
or  available  for  such  utilization  at  the  time 
the  actual  production  is  determined,  shall 
be  considered  harvested  acreage  and  the  pro¬ 
duction  thereof  in  terms  of  grain  shall  be 
appraised  in  accordance  with  regulations 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary  and  such  pro¬ 
duction  included  in  the  actual  production 
of  wheat  on  the  farm.  The  acreage  planted 
to  wheat  on  a  farm  shall  include  all  acreage 
planted  to  wheat  for  any  purpose  and  self- 
seeded  (volunteer)  wheat,  but  shall  not  in¬ 
clude  any  acreage  that  is  disposed  of  prior 
to  harvest  in  accordance  with  regulations 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary.’ 

"(b)  Notwithstanding"  the  provisions  of 
item  (2)  of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh 
Congress,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1340(2)), 
the  rate  of  penalty  on  wheat  of  the  1960  and 
subsequent  crops  shall  be  65  per  centum  of 
the  parity  price  per  bushel  of  wheat  as  of 
May  1  of  the  calendar  year  in  which  the  crop 
is  harvested. 

"(c)  Item  (3)  of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy- 
seventh  Congress,  as  amended,  is  amended 
effective  beginning  with  the  1960  crop  of 
wheat  to  read  as  follows: 

‘‘‘(3)  The  farm  marketing  excess  for 
wheat  shall  be  regarded  as  available  for 
marketing,  and  the  penalty  and  the  storage 
amount  or  amounts  of  wheat  to  be  delivered 
to  the  Secretary  shall  be  computed  upon 
double  the  normal  production  of  the  excess 
acreage.  If  the  farm  marketing  excess  so 
computed  is  adjusted  downward  on  the  basis 
of  actual  production  as  heretofore  provided 
the  difference  between  the  amount  of  the 
penalty  or  storage  computed  op:  the  basis  of 
double  the  normal  production  and  as  com¬ 
puted  on  actual  production  shall  be  re¬ 
turned  to  or  allowed  the  producer  or  a  corre¬ 
sponding  adjustment  made  in  the  amount 
to  be  delivered  to  the  Secretary  if  the  pro¬ 
ducer  elects  to  make  such  delivery.  The 
Secretary  shall  issue  regulations  under 
which  the  farm  marketing  excess  of  wheat 
for  the  farm  shall  be  stored  or  delivered  to 
him.  Upon  failure  to  store,  or  deliver  to 
the  Secretary,  the  farm  marketing  excess 
within  such  time  as  may  be  determined 
under  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  the  penalty  computed  as  aforesaid  shall 
be  paid  by  the  producer.  Any  wheat  de¬ 
livered  to  the  Secretary  hereunder  shall  be¬ 
come  the  property  of  the  United  States  and 
shall  be  disposed  of  by  the  Secretary  for 
relief  purposes  in  the  United  States  or  for¬ 
eign  countries  or  in  such  other  manner  as 
he  shall  determine  will  divert  it  from  the 
normal  channels  of  trade  and  commerce.’ 

“(d)  Item  (7)  Public  Law  74,  Seventy- 
seventh  Congress,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1340 
(7)),  is  repealed  effective  beginning  with 
the  1960  crop  of  wheat. 

“Sec.  3.  Item  (12)  of  Public  Law  74, 
Seventy -seventh  Congress,  as  amended  (7 
U.S.C.  1340(12)),  is  repealed  effective  begin¬ 
ning  with  the  1960  crop  of  wheat. 

“Sec.  4.  The  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 
of  1938,  as  amended,  is  amended  as  follows: 

“(a)  Section  334  is  amended  by  inserting 
a  new  paragraph  (d)  between  paragraphs 
(c)  and  (e)  to  read  as  follows: 

“  ‘(d)  For  the  purposes  of  paragraphs  (a), 
(b),  and  (c)  of  this  section  any  farm  on 
which  the  farm  marketing  excess  is  adjusted 
to  zero  because  of  underproduction  pursuant 
to  applicable  provisions  of  law  shall  be  re¬ 
garded  as  a  farm  on  which  the  entire 
amount  of  the  farm  marketing  excess  has 
been  delivered  to  the  Secretary  or  stored  in 
accordance  with  applicable  regulations  to 
avoid  or  postpone  the  payment  of  the 
penalty.’ 


"(b)  Subsection  (f)  of  section  335  is 
amended  by  striking  out  the  semicolon  at 
the  end  of  item  (1)  and  adding  ‘and  shall 
not  apply  to  other  farms  with  respect  to  the 
1960  and  subsequent  crops;’. 

“(c)  Section  362  is  amended  by  deleting 
the  second  sentence  thereof. 

“Sec.  5.  Subsection  (b)  and  (c)  of  section 
335  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 
1938,  as  amended,  are  hereby  repealed  and 
subsection  (d)  of  said  section  is  repealed 
effective  beginning  with  the  1960  crop  of 
wheat. 

“Sec.  6.  (a)  Subsection  (f)  of  section  335 
of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938, 
as  amended,  is  amended  by  deleting  the  last 
sentence  thereof. 

“(b)  Section  336  of  the  Agricultural  Ad¬ 
justment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“  ‘Sec.  336.  Between  the  date  of  issuance 
of  any  proclamation  of  any  national  mar¬ 
keting  quota  for  wheat  and  July  25,  the 
Secretary  shall  conduct  a  referendum,  by 
secret  ballot,  to  determine  whether  farmers 
are  in  favor  of  or  opposed  to  such  quotas. 
Farmers  eligible  to  vote  in  such  referendum 
shall  be  farmers  who  were  engaged  in  the 
production  of  the  crop  of  wheat  normally 
harvested  in  the  calendar  year  immediately 
preceding  the  calendar  year  in  which  the 
referendum  is  held.  If  more  than  one-third 
of  the  farmers  voting  in  the  referendum 
oppose  such  quota,  the  Secretary  shall, 
prior  to  the  effective  date  of  such  quota,  by 
proclamation  suspend  the  operation  of  the 
national  marketing  quotas  with  respect  to 
wheat.’  ”  \ 

Mr.  BELCHER  (interrupting  the  read¬ 
ing  i .  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  further  reading  of  the  mo¬ 
tion  to  recommit  be  dispensed  with,  in 
view  of  the  fact  that  it  includes  the  Bel¬ 
cher  amendment  which  was  offered  on 
the  floor  and  thoroughly  discussed  yes¬ 
terday. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection,  it 
is  so  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  motion  to  recommit  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  that 
I  demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  there 
were — yeas  141,  nays  224,  not  voting  69, 
as  follows : 

[Roll  No.  78] 

YEAS— 141 


Adair 

Cederberg 

Halleck 

Addonizio 

Chamberlain 

Halpern 

Alger 

Chenoweth 

Henderson 

Allen 

Chiperfleld 

Hess 

Arends 

Church 

Hiestand 

Auchincloss 

Cohelan  r' 

Hoeven 

Avery 

Collier 

Hoffman,  Ill. 

Ayers 

Conte 

Holt 

Baker 

Cunningham 

Holtzman 

Baldwin 

Curtis,  Mass. 

Horan 

Barrett 

Daddario 

Hosmer 

Barry 

Dague 

Jackson 

Bass,  NH. 

Daniels 

Jarman 

Bates 

Delaney 

Jensen 

Baumhart 

Derwinski 

Johansen 

Belcher 

Devine 

Judd 

Bennett,  Mich. 

Dixon 

Keith 

Bentley 

Dooley 

Kilburn 

Berry 

Dorn,  N.Y. 

Knox 

Betts 

Dorn,  S.C. 

Lafore 

Bolton 

Dwyer 

Laird 

Bow 

Fenton 

Lindsay 

Boyle 

Ford 

Lipscomb 

Brewster 

Gallagher 

McCulloch 

Broomfield 

Gavin 

McDonough 

Brown,  Ohio 

Glenn 

Mclntire 

Broyhlll 

Goodell 

McSween 

Budge 

Granahan 

Macdonald 

Bush 

Green,  Pa. 

Mack,  Wash. 

Byrne,  Pa. 

Griffin 

Martin 

Byrnes,  Wis. 

Hagen 

Mason 

May'' 

Quie 

Smith,  Calif. 

Merrow 

Ray 

Springer 

Michel 

Reece.  Tenn. 

Stratton 

Mllliken 

Rees,  Kans. 

Taber 

Minshall 

Reuss 

Teague,  Calif. 

Mumma 

Rhodes,  Arlz. 

Thompson,  N.J. 

Nelsen 

Riehlman 

Thomson,  Wyo. 

Nix 

Robison 

Van  Pelt 

Norblad 

Rodino 

Van  Zandt 

O’Brien,  N.Y. 

Rooney 

Wallha'user 

Osmers 

Schenck 

Walter 

Ostertag 

Schwengel 

Westland 

Pelly 

Short 

Wharton 

Pillion 

Siler 

Wilson 

Poff 

Simpson,  Ill. 

Younger 

Powell 

Simpson,  Pa. 

NAYS — 224 

Zablocki 

Abbltt 

Friedel 

Montoya 

Abernethy 

Fulton 

Moorhead 

Albert 

Garmatz 

Morgan 

Alexander 

Gary 

Morris,  N.  Mex. 

Andersen, 

George 

Morris,  Okla. 

Minn. 

Grant 

Morrison 

Anderson, 

Gray 

Moss 

Mont.  ^ 

Green,  Oreg. 

Moulder1 

Ashley 

Griffiths 

Murphy 

Ashmore 

Gross 

Murray 

Aspinall 

Haley 

Natcher 

Bailey 

Hardy 

Norrell 

Bass,  Tenn. 

Hargis 

O'Brien,  Ill. 

Beckworth 

Harris 

O'Hara,  Ill. 

Bennett,  Fla. 

Harrison 

O’Hara,  Mich. 

Blatnik 

Hays 

O'Konski 

Blitch 

Hubert 

O'Neill 

Boggs 

Hechler 

Oliver 

Boland 

Hemphill 

Passman 

Bonner 

Herlong 

Patman 

Bowles 

Hogan 

Perkins 

Boykin 

Holifield 

Pfost 

Brademas 

Holland 

Philbin 

Bray 

Huddleston 

Poage 

Breeding 

Hull 

Porter 

Brock 

Ikard 

Price 

Brooks,  La. 

Irwin 

Prokop 

Brooks,  Tex. 

Jennings 

Pucinski 

Brown,  Ga. 

Johnson,  Calif. 

Quigley 

Brown,  Mo. 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Rains 

Burdick 

Johnson,  Md. 

Randall 

Burke,  Ky. 

Johnson,  Wis. 

Rhodes,  Pa. 

Burke,  Mass. 

Jonas 

Rivers,  Alaska 

Burleson 

Jones,  Ala. 

Roberts 

Cannon 

Jones.  Mo. 

Rogers,  Colo. 

Cdrnahan 

Karsten 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Carter 

Karth 

Rogers,  Tex! 

Casey 

Kasem 

Roosevelt 

Chelf 

Kastenmeier 

Rostenkowski 

Clark 

Kee 

Roush 

Coad 

Kilday 

Rutherford 

Coffin 

Kilgore 

Saund 

Colmer 

King,  Calif. 

Saylor 

Cook 

King,  Utah 

Selden 

Cooley 

Kirwan 

Shipley 

Corbett 

Kitchin 

Sikes 

Curtin 

Kluczynskl 

Sisk 

Davis,  Ga. 

Kowalski 

Smith,  Iowa 

Davis,  Tenn. 

Landrum 

Smith,  Kans. 

Dawson 

Lane 

Smith,  Miss. 

Dent 

Langen 

Smith,  Va. 

Denton 

Lankford 

Spence 

Diggs 

Latta 

Staggers 

Dingell 

Lennon 

Steed 

Donohue 

Lesinski 

Stubblefield 

Dowdy 

Levering 

Sullivan 

Downing 

Libonati 

Teague,  Tex. 

Doyle 

Loser 

Thomas 

Dulski 

McCormack 

Thompson,  Tex, 

Durham 

McDowell  - 

Thornberry 

Edmondson 

McFall 

Trimble 

Elliott 

McGovern 

Tuck 

Everett 

McMillan 

Udall 

Evins 

Machrowicz 

Ullman 

Fallon 

Mack,  Ill. 

Vanik 

Fascell 

Madden 

Vinson 

Feighan 

Magnuson 

Wampler 

Fisher 

Mahon 

Watts 

Flood 

Marshall 

Weaver 

Flynn 

Matthews 

Whitener 

Fogarty 

Metcalf 

Wier 

Foley 

Meyer 

Winstead 

Forand 

Miller,  Clem 

Yates 

Forrester 

Mills 

Young 

Fountain 

Mitchell 

Frazier 

Monagan 

NOT  VOTING— 
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Alford 

Cahill 

Frelinghuysen 

Andrews 

Canfield 

Gathings 

Anfuso 

Celler 

Giaimo 

Barden 

Cramer 

Gubser 

Baring 

Curtis,  Mo. 

Hall 

Barr 

Derounian 

Harmon 

Becker 

Dollinger 

Healey 

Bolling 

Farbstein 

Hoffman,  Mich. 

Bosch 

Fino 

Kearns 

Buckley 

Flynt 

Kelly 

CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


964? 


1959 


Keogh 
McGinley 
Mailliard 
Meader 
Miller, 
George  P. 
Miller,  N.Y. 
Moeller 
Moore 
Multer 
Pilcher 
Pirnie 
Preston 
Rabaut 


Riley 

Rivers,  S.C. 

Rogers,  Mass. 

St.  George 

Santangelo 

Scherer 

Scott 

Shelley 

Sheppard 

Slack 

Taylor 

Teller 

Thompson,  La. 
Toll 


Tollefson 

Utt 

Wainwright 

Weis 

Whitten 

Widnall 

Williams 

Willis 

Withrow 

Wolf 

Wright 

Zelenko 


So  the  motion  to  recommit  was  re¬ 
jected. 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs: 

Mr.  Pirnie  for,  with  Mr.  Williams  against. 

Mr.  Hoffman  of  Michigan  for,  with  Mr. 
Whitten  against. 

Mrs.  St.  George  for,  with  Mr.  Moeller 
against. 

Mr.  Taylor  for,  with  Mr.  Slack  against. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen  for,  with  Mr.  Keogh 
against. 

Mr.  Canfield  for,  with  Mr.  Anfuso  against. 

Mr.  Miller  of  New  York  for,  with  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ton  against. 

Mr.  Moore  for,  with  Mr.  Pilcher  against. 

Mr.  Becker  for,  with  Mr.  Celler  against. 

Mr.  Cahill  for,  with  Mr.  Buckley  against. 

Mr.  Derounian  for,  with  Mr.  Alford  against. 

Mr.  Baring  for,  with  Mr.  Thompson  of 
Louisiana  against. 

Mr.  Barr  for,  with  Mr.  Rivers  of  South 
Carolina  against. 

Mr.  Gubser  for,  with  Mr.  Gathings  against. 

Mr.  Widnall  for,  with  Mr.  Rabaut  against. 

Mr.  Scherer  for,  with  Mr.  Shelley  against. 

Mr.  Fino  for,  with  Mr.  Sheppard  against. 

Mr.  Bosch  for,  with  kir.  Santangelo  against. 

Mr.  Wainwright  for,  with  Mr.  Scott  of 
North  Carolina  against. 

Mrs.  Weis  for,  with  Mr.  Riley  against. 

Mr.  Kearns  for,  with  Mr.  Harmon  against. 

Mr.  Mailliard  for,  with  Mr.  George  P. 
Miller  against. 

Mr.  Giaimo  for.  with  Mr.  Farbstein  against. 

Mr.  Tollefson  for,  with  Mr.  Willis  against. 

Mrs.  Rogers  of  Massachusetts  for,  with  Mr. 
Teller  against. 

Mr.  Utt  for,  With  Mr.  Zelenko  against. 

Mr.  Meader  for,  with  Mr.  Wolf  against. 

Mr.  Curtis  of  Missouri  for,  with  Mr.  Toll 
against. 

Mrs.  Kelly  for,  with  Mr.  Multer  against. 

Mr.  Dollinger  for,  with  Mr.  Barden  against. 

Mr.  Healey  for,  with  Mr.  Andrews  against. 


Messrs.  Daddario,  Halpern,  Reece  of 
Tennessee,  and  Gallagher  changed  their 
votes  from  “nay”  to  “yea.” 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  passage  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  that  I 
demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  there 
were — yeas  188,  nays  177,  not  voting  69, 
as  follows : 

[Roll  No.  79] 

YEAS— 188 


Abernethy 

Blitch 

Carter 

Albert 

Boggs 

Casey 

Alexander 

Bonner  ■ 

Chelf 

Andersen, 

Bowles  , 

Chenoweth 

Minn. 

Boykin 

Coad 

Anderson, 

Brademas 

Cohelan 

Mont. 

Breeding 

Colmer 

Ashmore 

Brock 

Cook 

Aspinall 

Brooks,  La. 

Cooley 

Avery 

Brooks,  Tex. 

Davis,  Ga. 

Bailey 

Brown,  Ga. 

Davis,  Tenn. 

Bass,  Tenn. 

Brown,  Mo. 

Dawson 

Beckworth 

Burdick 

Denton 

Bennett,  Fla. 

Burke,  Ky. 

Diggs 

Bennett,  Mich. 

Burleson 

Dingell 

Berry 

Cannon 

Dowdy 

Blatnik 

Carnahan 

Doyle 

Durham 

Kitchin 

Porter 

Edmondson 

Kluczynski 

Price 

Elliott 

Landrum 

Prokop 

Everett 

Langen 

Rains 

Evins 

Lennon 

Randall 

FasceU 

Leslnki 

Reuss 

Fisher 

Levering 

Rivers,  Alaska 

Flood 

Libonati 

Roberts 

Flynn 

Loser 

Rogers,  Colo. 

Foley 

McCormack 

Rogers,  Tex. 

Forrester 

McDowell 

Roosevelt 

Fountain 

McFall 

Roush 

Frazier 

McGovern 

Rutherford 

George 

McMillan 

Saund 

Granahan 

McSween 

Selden 

Grant 

Machrowicz 

Shipley 

Gray 

Mack,  Ill. 

Short 

Green,  Oreg. 

Madden 

Sikes 

Grffiths 

Magnuson 

Sisk 

Gross 

Mahon 

Smith,  Iowa 

Hardy 

Marshall 

Smits,  Kans. 

Hargis 

Matthews 

Smith,  Miss. 

Harris 

Metcalf 

Spence 

Hays 

Miller,  Clem 

Springer 

Hebert 

Mills 

Staggers 

HemphiU 

Mitchell 

Steed 

Hogan 

Montoya 

Stubblefield 

Holifield 

Moorhead 

Sullivan 

Holland 

Morgan 

Teague, Tex. 

Huddleston 

Morris,  N.  Mex. 

Thomas 

Hull 

Morris,  Okla. 

Thompson,  La. 

Ikard 

Morrison 

Thompson,  Tex. 

Jarman 

Moss 

Thornberry 

Jennings 

Moulder 

Trimble 

Johnson,  Calif. 

Murray 

Udall 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Natcher 

Ullman 

Johnson,  Wis. 

Norrell 

Vinson 

Jones,  Ala. 

O’Brien,  Ill. 

Wampler 

Jones,  Mo. 

O’Hara,  Ill. 

Watts 

Karsten 

O’Hara,  Mich. 

Weaver 

Karth 

O’Konski 

Whitener 

Kastenmeier 

Oliver 

Wier 

Kee 

Passman 

Winstead 

Kilday 

Patman 

Young 

Kilgore 

Perkins 

Zablocki 

King,  Calif. 

Pfost 

King,  Utah 

Poage 

NAYS— 177 

Abbitt 

Dorn,  S.C. 

McCulloch 

Adair 

Downing 

McDonough 

Addonizio 

Dulski 

Mclntire 

Alger 

Dwyer 

Macdonald 

Allen 

Fallon 

Mack.Wash. 

Arends 

Feighan 

Martin 

Ashley 

Fenton 

Mason 

Auchincloss' 

Fogarty 

May 

Ayres 

Forand 

Merrow 

Baker 

Ford 

Meyer 

Baldwin 

Friedel 

Michel 

Barrett 

Fulton 

Milliken 

Barry 

Gallagher 

Minshall 

Bass,  NH. 

Garmatz 

Monagan 

Bates 

Gary 

Mumma 

Baumhart 

Gavin 

Murphy 

Belcher 

Glenn 

Nelsen 

Bentley 

Goodell 

Nix 

Betts 

Green,  Pa. 

Norblad 

Boland 

Bolton 

Griffin 

O’Neill 

Hagen 

Osmers 

Bow 

Haley 

Ostertag 

Boyle 

Hall 

Pelly 

Bray 

Halleck 

Philbin 

Brewster 

Halpern 

Pillion 

Broomfield 

Harrison 

Poff 

Brown,  Ohio 

Hechler 

Powell 

Broyhill 

Henderson 

Pucinski 

Budge 

Herlong 

Quie 

Burke,  Mass. 

Hess 

Quigley 

Bush 

Hiestand 

Ray 

Byrne,  Pa. 

Hoven 

Reece,  Tenn. 

Byrnes,  Wis. 

Hoffman,  Ill. 

Rees,  Kans. 

Cederberg 

Holt 

Rhodes,  Ariz. 

Chamberlain 

Holtzman 

Rhodes,  Pa. 

Chiperfield 

Horan 

Riehlman 

Church 

Hosmer 

Robison 

Clark 

Irwin 

Rodino 

Coffin 

Jackson 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Collier 

Jensen 

Rooney 

Conte 

Johansen 

Rostenkowski 

Corbett 

Johnson,  Md. 

Saylor 

Cunningham 

Jonas 

Schenck 

Curtin 

Judd 

Schwengel 

Curtis,  Mass. 

Keith 

Siler 

Daddario 

Kilbum 

Simpson,  Ill. 

Dague 

Kirwan 

Simpson,  Pa. 

Daniels 

Knox 

Smith,  Calif. 

Delaney 

Kowalski 

Smith,  Va. 

Dent 

Lafore 

Stratton 

Derwinski 

Laird 

Taber 

Devine 

Lane 

Teague,  Calif. 

Dixon 

Lankford 

Thompson,  N.J. 

Donohue 

Latta 

Thomson,  Wyo. 

Dooley 

Lindsay 

Tuck 

Dorn,  N.Y. 

Lipscomb 

Vanik 

Van  Pelt 

Walter 

Wilson 

Van  Zandt 

Westland  ' 

Yates 

Wallhauser 

Wharton 

Younger 

NOT  VOTING— 
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Alford 

Harmon 

St.  Georgo 

Andrews 

Healey 

Santangelo 

Anfuso 

Hoffman,  Mich. 

Scherer 

Barden 

Kasem 

Scott 

Baring 

Kearns 

Shelley 

Barr 

Kelly 

Sheppard 

Becker 

Keogh 

Slack 

Bolling 

McGinley 

Taylor 

Bosch 

Mailliard 

Teller 

Buckley 

Meader 

Toll 

Cahill 

Miller, 

Tollefson 

Canfield 

George  P. 

Utt 

Celler 

Miller,  N.Y. 

Wainwright 

Cramer 

Moeller 

Weis 

Curtis,  Mo. 

Moore 

Whitten 

Derounian 

Multer 

Widnall 

Dollinger 

O’Brien,  N.Y. 

Williams 

Farbstein 

Pilcher 

Willis 

Fino 

Pirnie 

Withrow 

Flynt 

Preston 

Wolf 

Frelinghuysen 

Rabaut 

Wright 

Gathings 

Riley 

Zelenko 

Giaimo 

Rivers,  S.C. 

Gubser 

Rogers,  Mass. 

So  the  bill 

was  passed. 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs : 

Mr.  Buckley  for,  with  Mr.  Dollinger  against. 

Mr.  Rivers  of  South  Carolina  for,  with  Mrs. 
Kelly  against. 

Mr.  Preston  for,  with  Mr.  Healey  against. 

Mr.  Keogh  for,  with  Mr.  Baring  against. 

Mr.  Riley  for,  with  Mr.  Barr  against. 

Mr.  Rabaut  for,  with  Mr.  Fino  against. 

Mr.  Anfuse  for,  with  Mr.  Moeller  against. 

Mr.  Harmon  for,  with  Mr.  Becker  against. 

Mr.  Santangelo  for,  with  Mr.  Taylor  against. 

Mr.  Pilcher  for,  with  Mr.  Utt  against. 

Mr.  Farbstein  for,  with  Mr.  Hoffman  of 
Michigan  against. 

Mr.  Williams  for,  with  Mr.  Frelinghuysen 
against. 

Mr.  Celler  for,  with  Mr.  Meader  against. 

Mr.  Willis  for,  with  Mr.  Pirnie  against. 

Mr.  Multer  for,  with  Mr.  Canfield  against; 

Mr.  Whitten  for,  with  Mrs.  St.  George 
against. 

Mr.  Shelley  for,  with  Mr.  Widnall  against. 

Mr.  Sheppard  for,  with  Mr.  Scherer  against. 

Mr.  George  P.  Miller  for,  with  Mr.  Miller  of 
New  York  against. 

Mr.  Alford  for,  with  Mr.  Kearns  against. 

Mr.  Andrews  for,  with  Mr.  Bosch  against. 

Mr.  Scott  for,  with  Mrs.  Rogers  of  Mas¬ 
sachusetts  against. 

Mr.  Zalenko  for,  with  Mr.  Curtis  of  Mis¬ 
souri  against. 

Mr.  Barden  for,  with  Mr.  Gubser  against. 

Mr.  O’Brien  of  New  York  for,  with  Mr. 
Moore  against. 

Mr.  .Gathings  for,  with  Mr.  Mailliard 
against. 

Mr.  Slack  for,  with  Mr.  Derounian  against. 

Mr.  Wright  for,  with  Mr.  Tollefson  against. 

Mr.  Teller  for,  with  Mr.  Wainwright  against. 

Mr.  Toll  for,  with  Mr.  Giaimo  against. 

Mr.  Wolf  for,  with  Mrs.  Weis  against. 

Mrs.  GRANAHAN  and  Mr.  O’HARA  of 
Illinois  changed  their  vote  from  “nay”  to 
“yea.” 

Mr.  GLENN  and  Mr.  BENTLEY 
changed  their  vote  from  “yea”  to  “nay.” 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table.  . 

GENERAL  LEAVE  TO  EXTEND  REMARKS 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
who  desire  to  do  so  may  have  5  legisla¬ 
tive  days  in  which  to  extend  their  re¬ 
marks  on  the  bill  just  passed. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina? 
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There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  BROOKS  of  Louisiana.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  have  given  the  matter  of  the 
new  wheat  bill  a  great  deal  of  thought 
and  study.  I  have  listened  to  all  debates 
on  this  subject  and  have  studied  the 
terms  of  H.R.  7246,  a  bill  by  Mr.  Cooley 
providing  for  a  2-year  wheat  production 
program.  I  have  also  studied  the  Bel¬ 
cher  amendment  and  heard  Congress¬ 
man  Belcher  discuss  this  amendment. 

I  am  not  satisfied  with  the  committee 
bill  nor  am  I  satisfied  with  the  Belcher 
amendment.  I  am  not  satisfied  with 
either  of  these  bills  because  they  do  not 
hold  out  to  the  country  hope  of  early 
relief  from  the  intolerable  load  which 
our  Government  is  carrying  in  the  way 
of  accumulated  surplus  wheat.  A  mil¬ 
lion  dollars  per  day  for  storage  alone  is  a 
tremendous  item  to  carry  in  a  budget 
already  “busting  out”  at  its  seams.  A 
bill  presented  should  offer  earlier  and 
more  definite  relief  than  either  proposal 
presents. 

In  this  country  normally  we  should 
expect  shortages  of  wheat  rather  than 
huge  and  increasing  surpluses.  Our 
population  is  growing  at  the  rate  of  3 
million  people  a  year.  Our  consumption 
of  wheat  and  flour  should  be  increasing 
yearly.  Tke  demand  for  wheat  produc¬ 
tion  should  be  constantly  growing  in  the 
United  States  of  America  and  I  think,  to 
be  perfectly  frank,  it  is  on  the  increase. 

The  bad  spot  in  reference  to  the  con¬ 
sumption  of  wheat  surpluses  is  the  ex¬ 
port  field.  In  spite  of  our  increasing 
production  and  in  spite  of  the  more  pros¬ 
perous  condition  of  the  economy  of  many 
parts  of  the  world,  our  wheat  exports  are 
on  the  decline.  Every  indication  points 
to  further  decline  in  exports  of  wheat 
in  the  future.  ( 

Consumption  of  wheat  in  this  country 
has  been  on  the  increase  but  not  rapidly 
enough.  We  have  included  flour  in  the 
free  school  lunch  program  as  a  surplus 
commodity.  We  have  provided  it  as  a 
surplus  commodity  for  beneficiaries  in 
the  social  security  program,  for  hospitals 
and  other  charitable  places  generally, 
and  we  have  included  it  in  the  oversea 
giveaway  program.  Our  State  Depart¬ 
ment  would  have  you  believe  that  it  is 
pushing  the  sale  of  wheat  in  its  general 
activities.  In  spite  of  all  of  these  efforts 
to  sell  or  even  give  away  wheat  and  flour 
our  surpluses  continue  to  grow  and  the 
carrying  charges  for  these  surpluses  con¬ 
tinue  to  mount. 

I  can  recall  just  a  few  years  ago  when 
our  production  of  wheat  seldom  exceeded 
I  billion  busjiels  per  year,  and  this'  in¬ 
cluded  both  winter  and  spring  plantings. 
It  seems  however  now  that  we  practically 
never  produce  a  yearly  crop  of  wheat 
which  does  not  exceed  a  billion  bushels. 
The  crop  for  instance  for  the  current 
year  is  estimated  at  something  like 
1,200  million  bushels.  The  figures  for 
1960  will  probably  be  even  greater  so 
experts  tell  me. 

With  all  of  these  high  signs  along  the 
road  that  we  have  been  traveling,  it  is 
time  to  take  drastic  action  in  the  wheat 
program.  The  Government  cannot  con¬ 
tinue  to  finance  a  commodity  produced 
as  has  wheat  been  produced  in  the  past. 


The  Belcher  amendment  has  some 
good  points.  At  the  same  time,  the  Bel¬ 
cher  amendment  would  completely 
eliminate  the  small  man  with  a  15-acre 
exemption.  The  committee  bill  in  this 
respect  would  reduce  the  15-acre  exemp¬ 
tion  to  12  acres.  It  seems  to  me  it  is 
utterly  unfair  to  a  man  who  has  been 
producing  a  few  bushels  of  wheat  each 
year  under  the  15-acre  exemption  to 
prohibit  him  from  growing  any  wheat 
whatsoever  and  thus  deny  this  produc¬ 
tion  to  him. 

The  committee  bill  reduces  acreage  by 
25  percent.  It  has  been  estimated  that 
this  25 -percent  reduction  in  acreage  will 
bring  about  some  15-  to  18-percent  re¬ 
duction  in  the  number  of  bushels  grown 
or  harvested.  Such  a  situation  would 
assist  in  reducing  the  surpluses  to  some 
extent. 

All  in  all  the  high  signals  of  danger 
fly  all  around  us.  Unless  the  bill  adopted 
today  firings  about  a  sharp  immediate 
curtailment,  the  agricultural  section  and 
the  economy  of  this  country  are  in  for 
an  economic  storm. 

Mr.  COFFIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  although 
I  am  not  an  expert  in  agricultural  mat¬ 
ters,  I  want  to  set  forth  for  the  record 
my  position  on  the  agricultural  issues 
faced  by  us  this  past  week.  I  am  today 
voting  against  both  the  motion  of  the 
gentleman  from  Oklahoma  [Mr. 
Belcher]  to  recommit  this  wheat  bill  and 
against  final  passage.  On  Wednesday, 
I  took  similar  action  on  the  tobacco  bill. 

This  I  do  to  signal  my  deep  conviction 
that  neither  measure  moves  far,  if  at  all, 
toward  a  tolerable  policy.  But  I  have 
a  deeper  conviction  that  we  have  not 
done  all  that  we  should  have  done  to 
probe  deeply  into  the  entire  field  of  na¬ 
tional  agricultural  policy.  When  I  voted 
with  the  committee  a  year  ago  for  a  price 
freeze,  it  was  upon  the  commitment  that 
this  would  give  us  a  year  within  which 
to  come  up  with  an  overall  farm  pro¬ 
gram. 

Even  though  the  freeze  was  vetoed,  we 
still  had  the  intervening  year  in  which 
to  take  a  long  look  at  our  future  needs, 
our  past  mistakes,  and  the  alternative 
approaches  open  to  us.  It  seems  to  me 
we  should  have  begun  by  the  prepara¬ 
tion  of  a  comprehensive  agenda,  pro¬ 
ceeded  to  accumulate  the  facts  in  an  or¬ 
derly  manner,  and  seek  out  the  reasoned 
opinions  of  agricultural  economists,  his- 
terians,  statisticians,  land-grant  college 
experts,  and  others.  This  could  have 
been  done  in  an  atmosphere  free  of  acri¬ 
mony  over  the  present  issues  which  di¬ 
vide  reasonable  men  in  a  climate  of 
unreasonableness. 

Building  on  the  foundation  of  a  broad, 
unimpeachable  study  of  the  probable 
consequences  of  various  policy  ap¬ 
proaches — which  does  not  exist  either 
in  the  offices  of  the  executive  branch  or 
the  Halls  of  Congress — is  it  beyond  hope 
that  solutions  could  be  reached  to  which 
most  could  agree?  I  think  this  is  not 
beyond  reach.  In  any  event,  the  at¬ 
tempt  should  be  made  with  the  utmost 
determination  to  reach  solutions.  - 

It  „is  with  this  faith  in  the  orderly 
mental  processes  that  I  have  recently 
introduced  House  Resolution  291,  which 
calls  for  such  a  study. 


It  is  because  this  type  of  approach 
has  not  been  vigorously  or  imaginatively 
pursued,  that  I  vote  against  both  wheat 
proposals  as  being  patchwork  gestures, 
differing  only  in  the  degree  of  their 
futility. 

Mr.  Speaker,  my  simple  observation, 
to  adapt  a  line  from  “My  Fair  Lady,”  is: 
our  brain  on  grain  has  been  mainly 
used  in  vain. 

Mr.  MORRIS  of  Oklahoma.  Mr. 
Speaker,  on  this  date,  June  12,  1959,  I 
voted  for  H.R.  7246  the  wheat  bill,  as  it 
was  the  only  real  choice  I  had  since  my 
amendment  was  defeated;  but  if  I  could 
have  my  way,  I  would  not  enact  any 
wheat  bill  that  would  cut  the  price,  below 
at  least  90  percent  of  parity  one  penny, 
nor  the  present  acreage  one  fraction  of 
an  acre  of  the  small  farmer,  I  would 
allow  him  an  ample  amount  to  assure 
him  of  a  return,  as  to  his  wheat  raised,  of 
enough  to  make  a  good  living  for  himself 
and  family.  And  I  would  allow  also,  suf¬ 
ficient  guaranteed  price  and  acreage  to 
even  larger  farmers  and  would  make  the 
cuts  as  to  price  and  acreage  against  the 
big  big  business  farmer.  This  would  be 
only  fair  and  just  and  would  help  solve 
the  wheat  problem. 

Mr.  NELSEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  relative 
to  the  wheat  legislation,  I  might  com¬ 
ment  that  the  Second  Congressional  Dis¬ 
trict  is  not  predominately  a  wheat  area, 
but  we  all  subscribe  to  the  theory  that 
any  segment  of  our  agricultural  economy 
has  a  direct  connection  with  all  of  its 
related  commodities. 

During  the  past  many  years,  agricul¬ 
tural  v  programs  have  become  political 
vehicles  to  a  great  extent.  Frequently, 
fundamental  economics  have  been  ig¬ 
nored  and  instead  political  expediency 
has  become  the  rule  rather  than  the  ex¬ 
ception.  On  June  5,  a  letter  reached  my 
desk  relative  to  the  tobacco  legislation, 
and  taking  from  the  letter  paragraph 
two:  ~S 

If  the  price  of  our  tobacco  is  to  be  stabi¬ 
lized  in  the  world  markets,  this  bill  must  be 
enacted  at  this  session.  The  President  and 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  have  said  time 
an£  again  that  under  the  present  system  our 
tobacco  is  being  priced  out  of  the  world 
market.  Under  the  present  program,  price 
supports  for  tobacco  will  continue  to  rise, 
which  will  be  ruinous  to  our  export  trade. 

Every  Member  of  Congress  representing 
the  major  tobacco-growing  districts  and  all 
segments  of  the  tobacco  industry,  the  grow¬ 
ers,  warehousemen,  tobacco  dealers,  buyers, 
and  exporters  agree  with  the  President  and 
the  Secretary  that  price  supports  on  tobacco 
should  be  stabilized  and  favor  immediate 
passage  of  the  Jordan-Cooper  bill. 

This  letter  was  signed  by  over  30  Con¬ 
gressmen  representing  tobacco-growing 
areas  and  included  the  name  of  Harold 
Cooley,  the  chairman  of  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture.  When  this  letter  came 
to  my  attention,  I  was  encouraged  be¬ 
cause  it  expressed  a  recognition  of  sound 
economics  and  a  realization  of  the  fact 
that  in  order  to  enact  a  sound  program, 
many  factors  had  to  be  taken  into  con¬ 
sideration.  I  listened  to  the  debate  on 
the  wheat  bill  on  the  floor  and  again 
was  encouraged  by  the  fine  presentation 
of  Congressman  Albert,  in  which  he 
called  attention  to  the  give  and  take 
necessary  and  also  pointed  out  the  wide 
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difference  of  opinion  that  existed  among 
farm  organizations  as  to  the  type  of 
legislation  acceptable  and  effective. 
Congressman  Belcher  presented  his 
point  of  view  in  a  fair  and  reasonable 
manner — both  champions  recognizing 
the  need  of  compromise  and  the  possi¬ 
bility  that  some  amendments  could  with 
profit  be  considered. 

In  my  own  case,  I  happen  to  be  a 
farmer,  I  am  proud  of  it  and  I  personally 
would  not  want  to  support  any  program 
that  is  unfair.  I  have  never  negotiated  a 
commodity  loan  of  any  kind  on  the  prod¬ 
ucts  from  my  farm,  but  I  do  know  that 
■some  sort  of  program  is  necessary  for 
the  stabilization  of  the  agricultural 
economy  and  I  also -know  some  safe¬ 
guards  are  necessary  in  this  field  be¬ 
cause  of  the  disaster  that  might  befall 
our  entire  domestic  economy  because  of 
a  weak  link.  In  this  case  the  weak  link 
could  be  agriculture.  When  the  session 
started,  a  number  of  us  who  are  not 
members  of  the  Agriculture  Committee 
did  a  little  research  work,  had  some 
meetings  to  discuss  ways  and  means  of 
accomplishing  something  in  the  field  of 
agriculture.  Wd  studied  the  committee 
proposals,  the  minority  reports,  and 
came  on  the  floor  with  the  feeling  that 
there  was  a  chance  that  some  construc¬ 
tive  amendments  might  well  be  consid¬ 
ered  in  the  interest  of  a  wholesome, 
sound  program. 

In  my  own  case,  I  feel  that  the  so- 
called  Belcher  amendment  did  not  meet 
all  of  the  requirements  necessary.  I  also 
feel  that  the  committee  bill  was  not  the 
measure  that  could  do  the  most  good  in 
the  wheat  problem  that  we  face.  I  per¬ 
sonally  had  some  amendments  that  I 
would  like  to  have  offered,  as  did  other 
Members  of  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives,  but  all  of  us  were  thoroughly  dis¬ 
appointed  at  the  action  that  was  taken 
on  the  floor  by  the  Democrat  majority, 
when  all  debate  and  discussion  on 
amendments  that  we  might  wish  to  offer 
was  cut  off. 

In  the  20  years  that  I  have  been  as¬ 
sociated  with  Government ,  in  the  legis¬ 
lative  branch  I  have  never  witnessed  or 
experienced  as  helpless  a  situation  as 
was  our  misfortune  to  experience  in  the 
•  Democrat  move  to  cut  off  debate  on  this 
measure.  / 

Those  of  us  who  are  not  members  of 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture  listened 
attentively  to  the  discussions  and  expla¬ 
nations  and  the  amendments  that  were 
offered  when  the  wheat  bill  came  to  the 
full  House. 

Some  of  us  certainly  had  in  mind  that 
following  the  discussion  we  would  have 
an  opportunity  to  suggest  improvements 
to  the  measure  under  the  established 
rules  of  the  House  if  we  felt  then  that 
improvements  were  necessary. 

We  sit  in  a  branch  of  the  most  im¬ 
portant  deliberative  body  in  the  world, 
each  of  us  representing  voters  in  a  con¬ 
gressional  district. 

As  Members  of  Congress  we  are  not 
paid  to  come  down  here  for  a  joyride, 
or  to  fish  for  catfish  in  the  Potomac. 
We  are  down  here  to  do  something  about 
the  problems  facing  our  Nation,  and  it 
is  tragic  and  unfair  when  the  Democrat 
majority  can  deny  us  the  opportunity  to 


help  solve  one  of  the  biggest  problems 
facing  our  Nation,  namely  the  farm 
problem. 

It  makes  mockery  of  our  legislative 
process  to  be  told  you  can  submit  an 
amendment,  but  not  say  one  word  in  ex¬ 
plaining  it.  To  me  it  seems  grossly  un¬ 
fair. 

With  reference  to  the  Belcher  amend¬ 
ment,  experience  indicates  that  the  15- 
acrC  grower  has  contributed  to  a  great 
degree  to  the  national  problem  of  sur¬ 
plus,  and  I  feel  there  is  justification  for 
readjustment  in  that  field,  but  I  would 
also  like  to  suggest  that  the  larger  pro¬ 
ducer  should  likewise  be  asked  to  cut 
back  in  his  production  acres.  Such  an 
amendment  would  have  been  very  easy 
to  draft. 

In  the  instance  of  the  committee  bill, 
-  the  scale  tipped  the  other  way,  where, 
in  the  case  for  the  purpose  of  example, 
a  20 -acre  producer  would  be  asked  to 
reduce  25  percent,  and  a  15-acre  pro¬ 
ducer  would  be  asked  to  reduce  20  per¬ 
cent,  and  it  would  seem  to  me  that  in 
this  case  the  requirements  went  to  the 
opposite  extreme. 

Relative  to  the  payment  in  kind,  which 
permitted  a  producer  to  collect  a  third 
of  his  normal  production  on  acres  re¬ 
duced,  the  big  grower  that  we  talked 
so  much  about  would  be  given  a  90  per¬ 
cent  of  parity  price  support  for  comply¬ 
ing  with  reduced  acres,  and  in  addition 
would  be  paid  by  a  certificate  represent¬ 
ing  in  bushels  of  wheat  one-third  of  the 
production  on  the  reduced  acres.  He 
again  in  turn  could  put  this  certificate 
on  the  market,  and  for  the  purpose  of 
an  extreme  example,  a  producer  in  the 
large  bracket,  of  which  we  may  find 
many  who  have  benefited  by  a  loan  of 
over  $200,000,  could  conceivably  be  col¬ 
lecting  payment  in  kind  in  the  amount 
of  over  3,000  bushels,  worth  some  $7,500. 
For  all  practical  purposes  the  commit¬ 
tee  bill  denied  payments  in  kind  on  those 
farms  which  are  affected  by  the  15-acre 
exemption.  •  ) 

The  only  way  these  small  farms  would 
be  eligible  for  the  payment  in  kind  under 
the  bill  would  be  if  such  farms  complied 
with  their  allotments.  As  a  matter  of 
fact,  over  840,000  farms  have  allotments 
of  less  than  5  acres.  Very  few,  if  any, 
of  these  farms  comply  with  their  allot¬ 
ments,  since  they  take  full  advantage  of 
the  exemption.  One  of  my  amendments 
was  designed  to  make  payments  in  kind 
for  the  total  exemption  during  a  speci¬ 
fied  period  and  thus  alleviate  to  a  large 
degree  the  effect  that  this  exemption  has 
had  on  the  surplus  situation  in  wheat 
and  on  the  shift  of  wheat  production 
from  the  normal  wheat-producing  areas. 
My  amendment  contained  a  limitation 
which  would  have  denied  a  windfall  to 
the  large  producer  while  removing  by  in¬ 
centive  the  small  farm  production  which 
has  been  one  principal  factor  in  the 
present  surplus  situation. 

Relative  to  an  appraisal  of  the  bill 
under  consideration,  I  would  like  to  call 
attention  to  the  minority  report  in  the 
Record,  and  also  to  quote  in  conclusion 
the  additional  minority  views  expressed 
by  my  two  distinguished  colleagues,  Con¬ 
gressmen  Quie  and  Short: 


Additional  Minority  Views 
H.R.  7246  does  not  provide  the  necessary 
legislative  machinery  to  either  implement  an 
effective  control  of  wheat  production  or  to 
provide  an  acceptable  choice  to  wheat  farm¬ 
ers.  We  feel  that  several  fatal  defects  exist 
in  this  bill  which  purports  to  offer  the  choice 
of  strict  controls  and  high  price  supports  or 
free  production  and  low  price  supports. 
These  defects  are  as  follows:  First:  The  evi¬ 
dence  is  clear  that  a  25-percent  reduction  in 
farm  wheat  acreage  allotments,  when  cou¬ 
pled  with  payments  in  kind  in  wheat,  sim¬ 
ply  will  not  cut  into  the  excess  production 
of  wheat.  At  least  a  30-percent  reduction 
seems  necessary  to  begin  to  effectively  do 
the  job.  Second:  As  pointed  out  in  the 
minority  views,  H.R.  7246  does  not  require 
strict  cross-compliance,  a  feature  which  is 
absolutely  essential  if  there  is  to  be  true  and 
effective  control  of  the  acreage  retired  from 
wheat  production  so  as  to  prevent  an  adverse 
effect  on  other  commodities.  Third:  Al¬ 
though  this  bill;  reduces  the  15 -acre  farm 
marketing  quota  exemption,  is  continues  in 
existence  a  loophole  in  the  law  which  has 
caused  an  estimated  600  million  bushels  of 
wheat  to  accumulate  in  Government  stor¬ 
age  bins.  Since  the  bill  imposes  strict  penal¬ 
ties  for  overproduction  on  farmers  in  the 
commercial  wheat  area  where  wheat  is  often 
the  best  crop  which  a  farmer  can  raise,  it 
seems  only  just  that  the  present  15-acre 
exemption  be  repealed  and  thus  require  all 
producers  to  conform  to  their  allotments. 
Fourth:  Agricultural  history  during  the  last 
25  years  has  been  a  sad  testimonial  to  the 
fact  that  acreage  controls  alone  are  not  ef¬ 
fective  tools  in  controlling  the  production  of 
farm  commodities.  In  spite  of  this  experi¬ 
ence,  H.R.  7246  continues  to  attempt  to  con¬ 
trol  wheat  production  on  the  sole  basis  of 
acreage  allotments.  We  feel  that  if  legis¬ 
lation  is  to  give  the  farmer  an  effective  con¬ 
trol  program  it  should  and  must  embrace  a 
combination  of  bushelage  and  acreage  allot¬ 
ments.  Fifth :  The  alternative  offered  wheat 
farmers  in  the  referendum  means  price  sup¬ 
port  at  50  percent  of  parity  or  $1.18  per 
bushel.  We  feel  this  is  too  low  and  the 
choice  should  be  more  in  line  with  that 
offered  to  corn  farmers  in  their  referendum 
held  last  fall.  We  also  feel  that  one  referen¬ 
dum  would  be  sufficient  for  the  2  years  that 
H.R.  7246  is  to  be  in  effect. 

Albert  H.  Quie. 

Don  L.  Short. 


WHEAT  PROGRAM  FOR  1960-61 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  desk  the  bill  (S.  1968)  to 
strengthen  the  wheat  marketing  quota 
and  price  support  program  and  for  its 
immediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  title  1 
of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended, 
is  amended  by  adding  the  following  new 
section: 

“Sec.  106.  Notwithstanding  the  provisions 
of  section  101  of  this  Act,  for  each  of  the 
1960  and  1961  crops  of  wheat  price  support 
shall  be  made  available  as  provided  in  this 
section.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  and  di¬ 
rected  to  offer  the  operator  of  each  farm  for 
which  an  allotment  is  established  under  the 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended,  a  choice  of— 
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“(A)  complying  with,  the  farm  acreage  al¬ 
lotment  determined  pursuant  to  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended, 
with  price  support  at  65  per  centum  of  the 
parity  price  therefor,  or 

"(B)  reducing  the  acreage  of  wheat  helow 
the  farm  acreage  allotment  by  not  less  than 
10  per  centum  of  such  allotment  with  price 
support  at  75  per  centum  of  the  parity  price 
therefor,  or 

“(C)  reducing  the  acreage  of  wheat  below 
the  farm  acreage  allotment  by  not  less  than 
20  per  centum  of  such  allotment  with  price 
support  at  80  per  centum  of  the  parity  price 
therefor. 

To  be  eligible  for  price  support,  producers 
who  elect  choice  (B)  or  choice  (C)  must  not 
knowingly  exceed  the  wheat  acreage  for  the 
farm  applicable  under  such  choice.  Any 
person  operating  more  than  one  farm,  in 
order  to  be  eligible  for  either  choice  (B)  or 
choice  (C),  must  elect  such  choice  for  all 
farms  for  which  he  is  the  operator.  The 
Secretary  shall  determine  and  announce  the 
support  price  for  producers  who  elect  choice 
(A),  choice  (B),  and  choice  (C),  respec¬ 
tively,  in  advance  of  the  planting  season  on 
the  basis  of  the  statistics  and  other  infor¬ 
mation  available  at  that  time,  and  such  sup¬ 
port  price  shall  be  final.  As  soon  as  prac¬ 
ticable  after  such  announcement,  the  Sec¬ 
retary  shall  cause  the  operator  (as  shown 
on  the  records  of  the  county  committee)  of 
each  farm  for  which  an  allotment  is  estab¬ 
lished  under  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 
of  1938,  as  amended,  to  be  notified  of  the 
alternative  choices  available  to  him.  The 
operator  of  each  farm,  within  the  time  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Secretary,  shall  notify  the 
county  committee  in  writing  whether  he 
desires  choice  (B)  or  choice  (C)  to  be  effective 
for  the  farm.  If  the  operator  fails  to  so 
notify  the  county  committee  within  the  time 
prescribed,  he  shall  be  deemed  to  have 
elected  choice  (A).  The  choicfe  elected  by 
the  operator  shall  apply  to  all  the  producers 
on  the  farm.  Price  support  under  this  sec¬ 
tion  shall  be  made  available  only  if  producers 
have  not  disapproved  marketing  quotas  for 
the  crop.  In  case  marketing  quotas  are  dis¬ 
approved,  price  support  to  cooperators  shall 
be  as  provided  in  section  101(d)(3). 
Whether  marketing  quotas  are  approved  or 
disapproved,  price  support  shall  be  made 
available  only  if  acreage  allotments  under 
the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended,  are  in  effect  for  the  crop  and  only 
to  cooperators.  No  price  support  for  wheat 
shall  be  made  available  to  producers  outside 
the  commercial  wheat-producing  area.  The 
acreage  on  any  farm  which  is  determined 
under  regulations  of  the  Secretary  to  have 
been  diverted  from  the  production  of  wheat 
in  order  to  be  eligible  for  price  support  as 
provided  in  choice  (B)  or  choice  (C)  shall 
be  considered  acreage  devoted  to  wheat  for 
the  purposes  of  establishing  future  State, 
county,  and  farm  acreage  allotments  under 
the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended.  In  applying  the  provisions  of  par¬ 
agraph  (6)  of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh 
'  Congress  (7  U.S.C.  1340(6) ) ,  and  section  2(f) 
of  the  Wheat  Act  of  1959,  relating  to  reduc¬ 
tion  of  the  storage  amount  of  wheat,  the 
acreage  of  wheat  determined  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  to  have  been  diverted  in  order  to  be 
eligible  for  price  support  as  provided  in 
choice  (B)  or  choice  (C)  shall  be  regarded 
as  wheat  acreage  of  normal  production  on  the 
farm.  For  the  purposes  of  section  407  of  the 
Agricultural  Act  of  1^49  the  current  support 
price  shall  for  each  of  the  1960  and  1961  crops 
of  wheat  be  deemed  to  be  a  price  determined 
on  the  basis  of  a  level  of  support  of  75  per 
centum  of  the  parity  price  as  of  the  begin¬ 
ning  of  the  marketing  year.” 

Sec.  2.  (a)  In  lieu  of  the  provisions  of 
item  (1)  of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh 
Congress,  as  amended,  the  following  provi¬ 
sions  shall  apply  to  the  1960  and  1961  crops 
of  wheat: 


"(1)  The  farm  marketing  quota  for  any 
crop  of  wheat  shall  be  the  actual  production 
of  the  acreage  planted  to  such  crop  of  wheat 
on  the  farm  less  the  farm  marketing  excess. 
The  farm  marketing  excess  shall  be  an 
amount  equal  to  double  the  normal  yield  of 
wheat  per  acre  established  for  the  farm 
multiplied  by  the  number  of  acres  planted 
to  such  crop  of  wheat  on  the  farm  in  excess 
of  the  farm  acreage  allotment  for  such  crop 
unless  the  producer,  in  accordance  with  reg¬ 
ulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  and 
within  the  time  prescribed  therein,  estab¬ 
lishes  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Secretary  the 
actual  production  of  such  crop  of  wheat  on 
the  farm.  If  such  actual  production  is  so 
established  the  farm  marketing  excess  shall 
be  such  actual  production  less  the  actual 
production  of  the  farm  wheat  acreage  allot¬ 
ment.  Actual  production  of  the  farm  wheat 
acreage  allotment  shall  mean  the  actual  aver¬ 
age  yield  per  harvested  acre  of  wheat  on  the 
farm  multiplied  by  the  number  of  acres  con¬ 
stituting  the  farm  acreage  allotment.” 

(b)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of 
item  (2)  of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh 
Congress,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1340(2) ),  the 
rate  of  penalty  on  wheat  of  the  1960  and 
1861  crops  shall  be  a  rate  per  bushel  equal 
to  the  support  price  per  bushel  established 
for  producers  electing  choice  (A)  under  sec¬ 
tion  106  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as 
amended. 

(c)  In  lieu  of  the  provisions  of  item  (3) 
of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Congress, 
as  amended,  the  following  provisions  shall 
apply  to  the  1960  and  1961  crops  of  wheat: 

"(3)  The  farm  marketing  excess  for  wheat 
shall  be  regarded  as  available  for  marketing, 
and  the  penalty  and  the  storage  amount  or 
amounts  of  wheat  to  be  delivered  to  the  Sec¬ 
retary  shall  be  computed  upon  double  and 
normal  production  of  the  excess  acreage.  If 
the  farm  marketing  excess  so  computed  is  ad¬ 
justed  downward  on  the  basis  of  actual  pro¬ 
duction,  the  difference  between  the  amount 
of  the  penalty  or  storage  computed  on  the 
basis  of  double  the  normal  production  and  as 
computed  on  actual  production  shall  be  re¬ 
turned  to  or  allowed  the  producer  or  a  cor¬ 
responding  adjustment  made  in  the  amount 
to  be  delivered  to  the  Secretary  if  the  pro¬ 
ducer  elects  to  make  such  delivery.  The 
Secretary  shall  issue  regulations  under  which 
the  farm  marketing  excess  of  wheat  for  the 
farm  shall  be  stored  or  delivered  to  him. 
Upon  failure  to  store,  or  deliver  to.  the  Sec¬ 
retary,  the  farm  marketing  excess  within  such 
time  as  may  be  determined  under  regulations 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary  the  penalty  com¬ 
puted  as  aforesaid  shall  be  paid  by  the 
producer.  Any  wheat  delivered  to  the  Sec¬ 
retary  hereunder  shall  become  the  property 
of  the  United  States  and  shall  be  disposed 
of  by  the  Secretary  for  relief  purposes  in  the 
United  States  or  foreign  countries  or  in  such 
other  manner  as  he  shall  determine  will 
divert  it  from  the  normal  channels  of  trade 
and  commerce.” 

(d)  Item  (7)  of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy- 
seventh  Congress,  as  amended,  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows: 

“(7)  A  farm  marketing  quota  on  any  crop 
of  wheat  shall  not  be  applicable  to  any  farm 
on  which  the  acreage  planted  to  wheat  for 
such  crop  does  not  exceed  fifteen  acres: 
Provided,  however,  That  a  farm  marketing 
quota,  on  the  1960  and  1961  crops  of  wheat 
shall  be  applicable  to — 

“(i)  any  farm  on  which  the  acreage  of 
wheat  exceeds  twelve  acres: 

“(ii)  any  farm  on  which  any  wheat  is 
planted  if  no  wheat  was  planted  on  such  farm 
for  harvest  in  the  calendar  years  1957,  1958, 
and  1959;  and 

"(ill)  any  farm  on  which  any  wheat  is 
planted  if  any  of  the  producers  who  share 
in  the  wheat  produced  on  such  farm  share 
in  the  wheat  produced  on  any  other  farm." 
.  (e)  Item  (12)  of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy- 
seventh  Congress,  as  amended,  shall  not  be 


applicable  to  the  1960  and  1961  crops  of 
wheat. 

(f)  In  lieu  of  the  provisions  of  section 
326(b)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 
of  1938,  as  amended,  the  following  provisions 
shall  apply  to  the  1960  and  1961  crops  of 
wheat: 

“(b)  If  a  farm  is  in  compliance  with  its' 
farm  acreage  allotment  for  any  crop  of  wheat 
and  the  actual  production  of  such  crop  of 
wheat  on  the  farm  is  less  than  the  normal 
production  of  the  farm  wheat  acreage  allot¬ 
ment;  an  amount  equal  to  the  deficiency  may 
be  marketed  without  penalty  from  wheat  of 
previous  crops  stored  by  the  producers  on  the 
farm-  to  postpone  the  payment  of  marketing 
quota  penalties.” 

(g)  Section  335(d)  of  the  Agricultural  Ad¬ 
justment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  shall  not 
be  applicable  to  the  1960  and  1961  crops  of 
wheat. 

(h)  Section  335(f)  of  the  Agricultural  Ad¬ 
justment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  amended 
by  striking  out  the  semicolon  at  the  end  of 
item  (1)  and  adding  “and  shall  not  apply 
to  other  farms  with  respect  to  the  1960  and 
1961  crops;”. 

Sec.  3.  Section  101(d)  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  is  amended  by  strik¬ 
ing  out  paragraph  (5). 

Sec.  4.  The  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as 
amended,  is  amended,  effective  beginning 
with  1960  production,  by  inserting  after 
section  420  the  following  new  section :  _ _ 

“Sec.  421.  The  total  amount  of  price  sup¬ 
port  extended  to  any  person  on  any  year’s 
production  of  agricultural  commodities 
through  loans  or  purchases  made  or  made 
available  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion,  or  other  agency  of  the  United  States 
Department  of  Agriculture,  shall  not  exceed 
$35,000.  The  term  ‘person’  shall  mean  any 
individual,  partnership,  firm,  joint-stock 
company,  corporation,  association,  trust, 
estate,  or  other  legal  entity  or  a  State,  po¬ 
litical  subdivision  of  a  State,  or  any  agency 
thereof.  The  Secretary  shall  issue  regu¬ 
lations  prescribing  such  rules  as  he  deter¬ 
mines  necessary  to  assure"  a  fair  and  effective 
application  of  such  limitation,  and  to  pre¬ 
vent  the  evasion  of  such  limitation.  In  the 
case  of  any  loan  to,  or  purchase  from,  a 
cooperative  marketing  organization  the  lim¬ 
itation  of  $35,000  shall  not  apply  to  the 
amount  of  price  support  extended  to  the 
cooperative  marketing  organization,  but  the 
amount  of  price  support  made  avaialble  to 
any  perspn  through  such  cooperative  mar¬ 
keting  organization  shall  be  included  in 
determining  the  amount  of  price  support 
extended  to  such  person  for  the  purpose  of 
applying  such  limitation.” 

Sec.  5.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Wheat 
Act  of  1959”. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer 
an  amendment  to  strike  out  all  after  the 
enacting  clause  and  to  substitute  the 
language  of  H.R.  7246  as  passed  by  the 
House. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Cooley:  Strike 
out  all  after  the  enacting  clause  of  S.  1968 
and  insert  the  provisions  of  H.R.  7246  as 
passed  by  the  House. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  read  a  third 
time,  was  read  the  third  time,  and 
passed. 

A  similar  bill,  H.R.  7246,  was  laid  on 
the  table. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  House  in¬ 
sist  on  its  amendment  to  the  bill  S.  1968 
to  strengthen  the  wheat  marketing  quota 
and  price  support  program,  request  a 
conference  with  the  Senate,  and  thakthe 
Speaker  appoint  conferees. 


1959 
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The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina?  [After  a  pause.]  The 
Chair  hears  none,  and  appoints  the  fol¬ 
lowing  conferee^ :  Messrs.  Cooley, 
Poage,  Grant,  Albert,  Hoeven,  Dague, 
and  Belcher. 

MEMBERS  OF  THE  UNTIED  STATES 
DELEGATION  OF  THE  CANADA- 
UNITED  STATES  INTERPARLIA¬ 
MENTARY  GROUP 
The  SPEAKER.  Pursuant  to  'the  pro¬ 
visions  of  Public  Law  86-42,  theSChair 
appoints  as  members  of  the  U.S.xlele- 
gation  of  the  Canada-United  States' 
terparliamentary  Group  the  followft 
Members  on  the  part  of  the  House :  MrS 
Kelly  of  New  York,  Chairman;  Mr. 
Cooley  of  North  Carolina;  Mr.  Aspinall 
of  Colorado;  Mr.  Yates  of  Illinois; 
Mr.  Ikard  of  Texas;  Mrs.  Sullivan 
of  Missouri;  Mr.  Coffin  of  Maine;  Mr. 
Dulski  of  New  York;  Mr.  Merrow  of 
New  Hampshire;  Mr.  Ford  of  Michigan; 
Mr.  Budge  of  Idaho. 
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MUTUAL  SECURITY  PROGRAM 

Mr.  JUDD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  to  have  until  midnight 
tonight  to  file  minority  views  on  House 
Concurrent  Resolution  188. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Minnesota? 

There  was  no  objection. 


COAL  RESEARCH  AND  DEVELOP¬ 
MENT  ACT 

Mr.  TRIMBLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  by  di¬ 
rection  of  the  Committee  on  Rules,  I 
call  up  House  Resolution  284  and  ask 
for  its  immediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows; 

Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this 
resolution  it  shall  be  in  order  to  move  that 
the  House  resolve  itself  into  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the  Union 
for  the  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R.  6596) 
to  encourage  and  stimulate  the  production 
and  conservation  of  coal  in  the  United  States 
through  research  and  development  by 
creating  a  Coal  Research  and  Development 
Commission,  and  for  other  purposes. 

After  general  debate,  which  shall  be  coi 
fined  to  the  bill,  and  shall  continue  not  to 
exceed  one  hour,  to  be  equally  divided  and 
controlled  by  the  chairman  and  ranking 
minority  member  of  the  Committee  an  In¬ 
terior  and  Insular  Affairs,  the’  bill  shall  be 
read  for  amendment  under  the  fiv/B-minute 
rule.  At  the  conclusion  of  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  for  amendment,  the/Committee 
shall  rise  and  report  the  bill  fro  the  House 
with  such  amendments  as  may  have  been 
adopted,  and  the  previous  question  shall  be 
considered  as  ordered  on  tbVDill  and  amend¬ 
ments  thereto  to  final  passage  without  inter¬ 
vening  motion  except  oi)e  motion  to  recom- 
-mit. 


)R  NEXT  WEEK 
Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
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Mr.  HALLECj 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  TRIMJZLE.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from Indiana. 

Mr.  HAtLECK.  I  take  this  time  for 
the  purpose  of  inquiring  of  the  majority 


/ 


Mr.  GROSS.  Yes. 
Mr.  McCORMACK. 
request,  Mr.  Speaker. 


COAL 


leader  as  to  the  program  for  next  week. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Prior  to  giving 
the  program,  if  the  gentleman  will  yield, 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  when  the 
House-adjourns  today  it  adjourn  to  meet 
on  Monday  next. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mas¬ 
sachusetts? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  I  further  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  Calendar 
Wednesday  of  next  week  be  dispensed 
with. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mas¬ 
sachusetts’? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  In  response  to 
the  inquiry  of  my  friend,  as  I  stated  yes¬ 
terday,  on  Monday  the  Consent  Calen-$ 
ir  will  be  called  and  then  there  are  six 
suspensions:  One,  relating  to  the  acqui¬ 
sition  of  land  in  Guam ;  another  modify¬ 
ing  t\e  pension  program  of  veterans;  a  / 
bill  authorizing  appropriations  for  the,  ^ rvacj  v 

Atomic  Energy  Commission;  extension  of 
interstate\compacts  on  oil  and  gas;  air¬ 
line  pass  privileges;  and  one  providing 
for  paymcnt  -of  annuities  to  widows  and 
dependent  children  of  Comptrollers  Gen¬ 
eral.  They  may  not  be  brought  up  in 
that  order.  ThSn  after  that/the  Mu¬ 
tual  Security  Authorization  At:t  of  1954, 

H.R.  7500,  will  beNbrough],  up.  After 
the  disposition  of  that  bi]h  the  follow¬ 
ing  bills  will  be  in  ordelu  0.  1120,  amend¬ 
ing  the  Federal  ReserveXct;  H.R.  3,  rules 
of  interpretation  in  /elation  to  State 
laws;  H.R.  4957,  a  bill  relating  to  the 
admission  of  evidence.  I  think  that  is 
in  reference 'to  ther  Mallory  decision. 

Then  there  is’ the  usual  reservation 
that  any  further  program  willNbe  an¬ 
nounced  later/ and  that  conference  re¬ 
ports  may  bq  brought  up  at  any  tim 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Now,  as  to  the  bal¬ 
ance  of  tjre  day,  I  understand  we  are /o 
proceed /with  the  bill  to  create  a  Coin 
missioi/for  Coal  Research. 

Mr/McCORMACK.  Yes. 

HALLECK.  Originally,  there  had 
be/h  an  agreement  about  no  votes  today, 
which,  of  course,  was  breached  when 
lings  developed  as  they  did  yesterday, 
and  we  all  understand  that.  I  have  been 
asked,  I  might  say  to  the  majority  leader, 
what  might  happen  if  a  record  vote 
should  develop  in  respect  to  the  Coal 
Commission  matter,  whether  that  might 
go  over  until  Monday. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  I  am  sure  my 
friend  from  Indiana  and  all  Members  of 
the  House  know  that  I  am  only  too  glad 
to  cooperate  even  when  I  might  be  sub¬ 
ject  to  a  little  uncomfortable  admoni¬ 
tion  that  I  do  not  think  I  deserve,  but 
I  do  not  apologize  for  that,  but  I  always 
like  to  do  everything  I  can  to  help  the 
Members  of  the  House.  As  far  as  I  am 
concerned,  if  there  is  any  rollcall  on 
that  bill,  I  am  perfectly  willing  to  have 
it  go  over  until  Monday.  I  cannot  give 
the  reason  I  gave' yesterday  for  no  roll- 
calls  today,  which  was  a  very  perfect  and 
proper  one.  I  can  say  that  there  are 
some  Members  on  both  sides  who  are 
away  on  official  business,  I  think  attend¬ 
ing  Kings  Point  Academy  in  New  York, 


both  Democrats  and  Republicans,’  and  I 
think  we  should  have  consideration  for 
those  Members.  / 

Mr.  HALLECK.  I  might  add  to  that 
fact  that  a  great  part  of  the  business 
today  would  not  have  occiirred  but  for 
things  which  developed  yesterday.  How¬ 
ever,  that  is  beside  the /point. 

Mr.  McCORMACK./  In  order  to  clari¬ 
fy  the  atmosphere  so  that  we  will  know, 
Mr.  Speaker,  in  the  event  of  any  rollcall 
in  connection  with  the  research  bill  on 
coal,  or  any  roll/all  today,  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  /hat  they  be  postponed 
until  Monday/of  next  week. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mas¬ 
sachusetts? 

Mr.  GROSS.  Reserving  the  right  to 
object, /Mr.  Speaker — well,  I  will  just 
simplify  this  by  objecting. 

Mf.  McCORMACK.  Will  the  gentle¬ 
man  reserve  that? 

/Mr.  GROSS.  Yes,  I  reserve  it. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  The  gentleman 


I  withdraw  the 


DEVELOP- 


RESEARCIT  AND 
MENT  ACT 

Mr.  TRIMBLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
30  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Illi¬ 
nois  [Mr.  Allen]  and  myself  such  time 
as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  House  Resolution  284 
provides  for  the  consideration  of  H.R. 
6596,  which  would  encourage  and  stimu¬ 
late  the  production  and  conservation  of 
coal  in  the  United  States  through  re¬ 
search  and  development  by  creating  a 
Coal  Research  and  Development  Com¬ 
mission,  and  for  other  purposes.  The 
resolution  provides  for  an  open  rule  with 
1  hour  of  debate. 

H.R.  6596,  as  amended  by  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs,  cre¬ 
ates  a  new  independent  agency  to  be 
nown  as  the  Coal  Research  and  Devel¬ 
opment  Commission.  The  Commission 
wifi  consist  of  three  members  appointed 
by  tfoe  President  with  the  advice  and 
conseht  of  the  Senate  for  3-year  terms. 

The  'Commission  would  be  directed  to 
carry  out  a  research  program  to,  first, 
develop  now  and  more  effective  uses  for 
coal ;  second,  improve  and  expand  exist¬ 
ing  uses  for  «oal;  third,  reduce  the  cost 
of  coal  production  and  distribution;  and 
fourth,  emphasise  those  developments  in 
uses  for  coal  of  particular  value  to  small 
coal  producers.  The  Commission  would 
be  authorized,  to  first,  conduct  research 
projects;  second,  contract  for,  sponsor, 
cosponsor,  and  promote  the  coordina¬ 
tion  of  research  projects'^  carried  out  by 
others;  and,  third,  collecwrnd  promote 
the  coordination  of  all  available  coal  re¬ 
search  information.  The  commission 
would  be  prohibited  from  conducting  re¬ 
search  projects  itself  unless  it  is\unable 
reasonably  to  contract  or  otherwisV pro¬ 
vide  for  such  research  by  others,  and^no 
research  would  be  undertaken  or  cc 
ducted  unless  all  of  the  information  dds 
veloped  therein  would  become  available' 
to  the  public. 
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Cooperation  to  the  fullest  extent  pos¬ 
sible  with  all  other  research  agencies, 
governmental  and  nongovernmental,  is 
directed;  duplication  of  research  by  the 
Commission  is  prohibited,  and  consul¬ 
tation  on  proposed  projects  is  required. 
Reports  would  be  submitted  by  the  Com¬ 
mission  to  the  President  and  Congress 
semiannually. 

The  salary  of  the  Chairman  would  be 
$20,500  a  year  and  of  the  Commissioners 
$20,000  a  year.  The  principal  office  of 
the  Commission  would  be  in  tjhe  District 
of  Columbia,  and  the  Commissioners 
would  be  selected  from  persons-  experi¬ 
enced  in  industrial-type  research' activi¬ 
ties.  "The  Commissioners  must  givetheir 
full  time  to  the  work  of  the  Commission, 
and  they  and  their  employees  may  have 
no  financial  interest  in  any  firm  engaged 


That  certainly  gives  them  a  lot  of 
power.  There  is  no  limit  to  it,  except 
they  must  come  before  the  Committee 
on  Appropriations.  As  far  as  I  have 
been  able  to  learn,  the  coal  operators  and 
the  Department  of  the  Interior  are  now 
conducting  tests.  That  is  a  function  of 
the  Department  of  the  Interior,  I  re¬ 
alize  the  coal  industry  is  in  a  serious 
condition.  That  is  also  true  of  the  lead 
and  zinc  industry.  It  is  true  of  the 
copper  industry.  It  is  true  of  the  fish¬ 
eries  industry.  It  is  also  true  of  the 
textile  industry.  Just  recently  the  tex¬ 
tile  industry  had  a  commission  ap¬ 
pointed  under  the  Department  of  Com¬ 
merce  to  look  into  that  industry. 

The  administration  favors  the  objec¬ 
tive  of  this  bill.  They  appreciate  the 
coal  industry  is  in  a  bad  condition,  but 


in  coal  mining  or  related  or  competitive  ^they  feel,  and  I  think  they  are  justified 


businesses.  The  Commission’s  em¬ 
ployees  generally  would  be  appointed  and 
paid  in  accordance  with  the  civil-service 
laws  and  the  Classification  Act  of  1949. 

An  appropriation  of  not  more  than  $2 
million  is  authorized  by  the  bill  for  the 
fiscal  year  beginning  July  1, 1959.  Addi¬ 
tional  sums  as  needed  for  the  following 
years  are  also  authorized. 

In  the  84th  Congress,  the  Committee  on 
Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  took  note  of 
the  depressed  economic  condition  of  the 
coal  industry  and  conducted  a  study  of 
the  possibilities  of  a  coal  research  pro¬ 
gram  as  authorized  by  House  Resolution 
400.  The  special  subcommittee,  follow¬ 
ing  conclusion  of  its  -hearings  in  1956 
and  1957,  stated  that  the  opportunities 
for  developing  new  and  more  effective 
uses  for  coal  through  research  are  vir¬ 
tually  unlimited,  and  recommended  that 
the  research  program  be  administered 
through  an  independent  agency. 

A  strong,  healthy  coal-mining  industry 
is  'acknowledged  to  be  essential  to  the 
economic  welfare  and  security  of  the 
United  States.  It  is  because  of  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  Mines’  exclusion  of  research  and 
development  activities  which  would  aid 
in  promptly  improving  and  strengthen¬ 
ing  an  impoverished  industry  that  the 
coal-mining  industry  at  large  has  found 
it  necessary  to  advocate  and  urge  that 
an  expanded  coal  research  and  develop; 
ment  program  designed  to  meet  its  neejss 
be  conducted  by  a  new  agency  of  the 
Federal  Government  separate  and  apart 
from  the  Bureau  of  Mines  and  ttye  De¬ 
partment  of  the  Interior. 

H.R.  6596,  which  has  the  support  of 
the  coal  industry,  is  designed  tp  meet  this 
need;  therefore,  I  urge  the  Adoption  of 
this  resolution.  / 

Mr.  ALLEN:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  not 
opposed  to  this  rule  or  the  bill  itself,  but 
I  feel  I  should  make  jjist  a  few  observa¬ 
tions.  This  bill,  of /course,  if  passed, 
would  create  a  new/bgency,  a  new  com¬ 
mission.  Personally,  I  do  not  like  to  see 
that  happen.  I /think  we  have  enough 
commissions  an<3  bureaus  now.  Also  on 
page  6  of  the  bill  there  is  expressed  what 
I  believe  to  be  a  new  philosophy  of  gov¬ 
ernment.  It  says: 

The  Conmiission  Is  authorized  to  acquire 
by  condemnation,  purchase,  lease,  or  other¬ 
wise  supn  real  property  as  may  be  necessary 
to  enable  it  to  carry  out  its  duties  under  this 
act. 


I  believe  the 
will  /gree,  as 
Arkansas 
hen  it  was 


in  so  feeling,  that  this  should  come  un 
der  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Department 
of  the  Interior. 

I  might  add,  also,  that  the  Bureau  oj 
the  Budget  is  opposed  to  this  bill. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  Mr.  SpeaXer, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ALLEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio, 
gentleman  from  Illinois 
will  also  the  gentleman  fro 
tMr.  Trimble]  that  this  bill 
first  called  before  the  Committee  on 
Rules,  was  not  reported ;  but  later  it  was 
reported  after  an  understanding  had 
been  reached  that  an  amendment  would 
be  offered  by  the  chan-man  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  having  jurisdiction,  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Interior  apfd  Insular  Affairs,  to 
limit  the  life  of/the  Commission  to  5 
years;  is  that  qcfrrect? 

Mr.  ALLEIy  That  is  correct.  The 
chairman  of/that  committee  is  present 
and  perhaps  would  care  to  answer  that 
question.  /  \ 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  \will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr /ALLEN.  I  yield? 

ASPINALL.  The  gentleman’ 
understanding  is  correct.  The  chair- 
m  of  the  Committee  on  Interior  and 
fnsular  Affairs  not  onlyN  will  offer  the 
Amendment,  but  he  will  fight  for  it. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  If  the  gentle¬ 
man  will  yield  further,  as  I  understand 
it,  the  cost  would  be  $2  million  a  year  for 
a  5-year  period;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  The  gentleman  is  not 
entirely  right.  It  would  be  $2  million 
for  the  first  year,  and  then  it  will  depend 
upon  the  decision  made  by  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Appropriations,  after  seeing  how 
moneys  are  justified  before  the  commit¬ 
tee  with  regard  to  the  second,  third, 
fourth,  and  fifth  years. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  Any  further 
expenditures  above  the  $2  million  for  the' 
first  year  would  have  to  be  justified  be¬ 
fore  the  Committee  on  Appropriations? 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  It  would  have  to  be 
justified  before  the  Committee  on  Ap¬ 
propriations,  then  recommended  by  that 
committee  to  the  House,  and  then  the 
House  would  have  to  vote  on  it. 

Mr.  FULTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ALLEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania. 


Mr.  FULTON.  Mr.  Speaker/the  coal 
industry  is  one  of  the  majoj/undustries 
of  our  Nation.  It  is  a  basic  industry,  the 
cornerstone  of  the  greater /art  of  all  in¬ 
dustry  in  the  United  States.  Coal  is 
mined  in  more  than  half  the  States  of 
the  Union.  Even  with  the  anticipated 
development  of  nuclear  power,  it  will 
require  an  expansion  of  at  least  50  per¬ 
cent  in  the  next  20  years  in  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  bituminous  coal  to  satisfy  the 
energy  requirements  of  the  United 
States.  The  most  effective  development 
of  that  industry,  therefore,  is  vital  in  the 
national  interest. 

For  suOn  development,  a  major  re¬ 
search  program  on  a  national  scale  is  es¬ 
sential/  H.R.  4927  provides  for  such  a 
resea/ch  program,  with  appropriate 
agencies  for  its  implementation.  The 
functions  and  duties  of  the  commission 
therein  provided  are  as  follows: 

First.  To  develop  new  and  more  effec¬ 
tive  uses  for  coal. 

Second.  To  improve  and  expand  exist¬ 
ing  uses  for  coal. 

In  my  view,  these  are  of  outstanding 
importance  and  should  engage  the  ma¬ 
jor  attention  of  the  commission.  As  our 
resources  of  natural  gas  and  petroleum 
decline,  as  they  inevitably  will,  and  we 
are  more  dependent  on  imported  oil,  it 
becomes  vital  to  our  national  welfare 
that  the  best  and  widest  possible  utiliza¬ 
tion  of  coal  be  developed. 

A  strong  statement  has  been  made  on 
the  need  for  a  Federal  research  program 
for  coal,  by  one  of  the  outstanding  and 
progressive  business  leaders  of  western 
Pennsylvania,  Mr.  William  L.  Wearly, 
president  of  the  Joy  Manufacturing  Co., 
of  Pittsburgh,  Pa. : 

As  our  energy  needs  expand  sharply  in  the 
years  ahead  our  national  security  and  wel¬ 
fare  will  become  increasingly  dependent  upon 
coal.  Further,  coal  is  one  of  America’s  great 
natural  resources.  Though  the  coal  indus¬ 
try  now  is  investing  heavily  in  the  future,  a 
research  program  sponsored  by  the  Federal 
Government  to  expand  the  utilization  of 
coal  seems  to  be  an  important  element  for 
■he  ultimate  growth  of  this  industry. 

The  third  function  of  the  Commission 
is  tp  reduce  the  cost  of  coal  production 
and  distribution.  In  view  of  the  accom¬ 
plishments  of  the  industry,  there  is 
presently  little  need  for  extensive  action 
by  the  Commission  in  this  field.  The  job 
that  the  cbal  operators,  the  manufactur¬ 
ers  of  coalmining  machinery,  and  the 
United  Mine\Workers  have  done  in  re¬ 
ducing  costs  ahd  improving  coal  mining 
productivity  anossafety  is  without  paral¬ 
lel  anywhere  in  th\ world. 

In  1948,  according  to  the  U.S.  Bureau 
of  Mines,  the  bituminous  coal  industry 
employed  441,631  men\  In  1958,  that  em¬ 
ployment  had  droppedVto  188,500'.  In 
1948,  output  per  man  pev  shift  was  re¬ 
ported  by  the  Bureau  at  6^3  tons,  but  in 
1958,  it  had  risen  to  T1.3  tons.  This  is 
the  average  for  all  mines,  including  hun¬ 
dreds  of  small,  local,  truck  mines,  but  in 
the  latest  developed  mines  equipped  with 
the  newest  types  of  high  capacity  naming 
machinery,  some  of  it  remote-controlled, 
the  output  per  man  per  shift  has  risen 
to  40  tons,  50  tons,  and  even  higher  out¬ 
puts  per  shift  for  every  man  on  the  pay^ 
roll.  In  1948,  the  average  earnings  of 
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measures,  particularly  those  relating  to 
business  and  finance. 

President  Washington  made  a  wise 
choce  in  selecting  Sam  Osgood  to  be  the 
first  Postmaster  General.  He  had  met 
and  known  Osgood  during  the  Revolu¬ 
tionary  War,  and  had  great  confidence  in 
his  executive  ability.  That  confidence 
was  well  repaid.'-.  Osgood  applied  him¬ 
self  to  the  difficult  task  of  organizing 
the  Department,  contracting  for  the 
carrying  of  the  mails  .over  certain  pre¬ 
scribed  routes,  and  preparing  rules  for 
the  efficient  operation  of  this  funda¬ 
mental  service.  The  postal  affairs  of 
the  country  were  in  a  very  dhaotic  state. 
By  the  sheer  strength  of  his  admin¬ 
istrative  talents,  Osgood  developed  a 
Government  department  that  would 
benefit  the  whole  people,  despite  con¬ 
gressional  inertia  in  providing  the  neces¬ 
sary  funds  to  extend  and  expedite  the 
postal  service. 

Samuel  Osgood  was  not  only  the  first 
Postmaster  General;  he  was  one  of  the 
first  members  of  the  Continental  Con¬ 
gress;  with  the  first  Commissioner  of  the 
Treasury ;  and  was  one  of  the  first  to 
fight  for  the  independence  of  our  coun¬ 
try. 

Commemorative  stamps  have  been 
issued  in  honor  of  various  individuals 
and  events.  I  think  that  the  time  has 
come  for  the  U.S.  Post  Office  Department 
to  take  pride  in  its  own  history  and 
achievements  by  authorizing  a  special 
stamp  in  tribute  to  Samuel  Osgood,  who 
organized  the  Department  and  estab¬ 
lished  the  high  standard  of  leadership 
that  has  been  an  example  and  an  in¬ 
spiration  to  it  ever  since. 

I  am  confident  that  the  Congress  will 
heartily  approve  of  this  honor  to  Sam 
Osgood;  minuteman  of  Concord  and 
Lexington,  public  servant,  patriot,  and 
father  of  our  postal  service. 


FACTS  ABOUT  AMENDMENTS 

WHICH  WOULD  MAKE  WHEAT 

BILL  WORKABLE 

(Mr.  QUIE,  at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Collier,  was  given  permission  to  extend 
his  remarks  at  this  point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  QUIE.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  we  are  to 
allow  wheat  farmers  to  receive  a  90  per¬ 
cent  of  parity  price  support  for  their 
crop,  acreage  controls  on  their  produc¬ 
tion  must  be  imposed. 

During  the  debate  on  this  legislation 
yesterday,  I  offered  a  number  of  amend¬ 
ments  which  were  designed  to  make 
H.R.  7246  a  workable  bill. 

Unfortunately,  due  to  a  gag  rule  im¬ 
posed  by  the  majority,  I  will  be  unable 
to  explain  my  amendments — and  thus 
the  amendments  were  doomed  to  defeat. 

In  order  that  Members  of  the  House 
and  the  other  body  might  have  the  op¬ 
portunity  to  learn  the  facts  behind  the 
amendments  I  offered — and  thus  under¬ 
stand  them — I  have  extended  my  re¬ 
marks  in  the  Appendix  of  today’s  Rec¬ 
ord. 

I  hope  that  the  remarks  will  be  read 
by  every  Member  of  Congress  in  order 
that  better  understanding  will  result 
from  a  study  of  the  facts  I  present. 


CORRECTION  OF  ROLLCALLS 

Mr.  PRICE.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  rollcall 
No.  54  of  Tuesday,  May  26,  I  am  re¬ 
corded  as  having  failed  to  answer  to  my 
name.  I  was  present  and  answered  to 
my  name,  and  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  permanent  Record  and  Journal 
be  corrected  accordingly. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Illinois? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  MOULDER.  Mr.  Speaker,  rollcall 
No.  75  of  June  10,  on  a  motion  to  recom¬ 
mit,  records  me  as  not  voting.  I  was 
present  and  voted  “nay,”  and  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  permanent 
Record  and  Journal  be  corrected  ac¬ 
cordingly. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Missouri? 

There  was  no  objection. 


IVESTMENT  BANKER  OBJECTS  TO 
REMOVING  THE  INTEREST-RATf 
CEILING  ON  TREASURY  BONI 
BECAUSE  HE  DISAPPROVES /OF 
THE  ADMINISTRATION’S  PQLICY 
OF  CONTINUALLY  CUTTING  THE 
PRICE  OR  ITS  BONDS 

(Mr.  PATMAN  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Johnson  of  Maryland)  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record  an/ to  include  ex¬ 
traneous  matter.) 

Mr.  PATMAN.  Mr/Speaker,  some  of 
us  may  have  assumed\fhat  investment 
bankers  approve  omhe  rhess  this  admin¬ 
istration  has  cre/ted  in  managing  the 
public  debt.  If  jso,  this  seenas  not  to  be 
the  case.  I  ha/e  a  letter  from  a  promi¬ 
nent  investment  banker  who  naost  em¬ 
phatically  o /noses  removing  the  interest- 
rate  ceiling  on  Treasury  bonds— the 
administration  is  asking — because^  he 
disapproves  of  the  administration’s  pol¬ 
icy  of/continually  cutting  the  price 
Government  bonds. 

ortly  after  the  elections  in  1952,  Mr. 
Randolph  Burgess,  who  was  then 
airman  of  the  executive  committee  of 
he  National  City  Bank  of  New  York, 
came  to  Washington  and  organized  an 
advisory  group  that  was  later  to  serve 
under  him  in  his  post  as  President  Eisen¬ 
hower’s  Deputy  Secretary  of  the  Treas¬ 
ury.  Mr.  Burgess,  with  this  group  of 
advisers,  is  the  architect  of  this  admin¬ 
istration’s  hard-money,  high-interest 
policy,  though  Mr.  Burgess  has  now  left 
the  Treasury.  This  high-interest,  tight- 
money  policy  is  one  of  the  worst  and 
most  devastating  features  of  the  trickle- 
down  theory  of  Government. 

On  June  12,  1953,  in  a  speech  at  Rut¬ 
gers  University,  Mr.  Burgess  stated: 

We  have  assured  the  Reserve  System  that 
it  is  the  boss  on  monetary  controls. 

/ 

It  is  my  belief  that  this  statement, 
which  was  made  long  before  President 
Eisenhower'  made  a  similar  announce¬ 
ment,  was  the  beginning  of  the  mess  the 
rational  debt  is  now  in. 

President  Eisenhower  made  what  I  be- 
'  ieve  to  be  a  serious  mistake  when  he 


took  the  position  that  the  Federal  Re¬ 
serve  is  a  separate  and  independent 
branch  of  the  Government.  According 
to  my  interpretation,  it  is  the  President’s 
duty,  as  specified  in  section  2  of  the  Con¬ 
stitution,  to  take  care  that’  the  laws  be 
faithfully  executed.  The  Federal  Re¬ 
serve  Act  is  a  law.  It  was  passed  by  both 
Houses  of  Congress  and  signed  by  the 
President.  How  President  Eisenhower 
can  excuse  himself  ..from  the  obligation 
to  take  care  that  ( this  law  be  faithfully 
executed,  I  am  unable  to  understand. 

It  happens,  however,  that  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Reserve's^  policies  have  been  the 
same  as  those1  of  the  monetary  managers 
in  the  administration.  I  wonder  if  the 
Federal  Reserve  would  have  been  given 
such  a  prominent  and  independent  status 
by  this/administration  if  the  members 
of  th/ Board  had  entertained  different 
view* 

any  case,  whoever  is  responsible, 
th6  result  has  been  that  interest  rates 
lave  been  going  higher  and  higher  and 
/higher.  And  by  reason  of  high  interest, 
the  budget  has  been  going  higher  and 
higher.  And  by  reason  of  the  budget 
going  higher  and  higher,  the  Congress 
has  been  compelled  to  raise  the  national 
debt  limit. 

Now,  Mr.  Martin,  Chairman  of  the 
Federal  Reserve  Board,  says  that  the 
going  rate  of  interest  on  long-term  se¬ 
curities  is  4  y2  to  5  percent.  This  is,  in 
effect,  saying  that  the  present  adminis¬ 
tration  has  placed  our  national  debt  on 
a  basis  of  cost  of  interest  at  more  than 
$13  billion  a  year.  In  other  words,  when 
all  of  our  national  debt  is  refinanced 
on  the  basis  of  present  interest  rates — 
rates  raised  by  deliberate  actions  of  the 
administration  and  the  Federal  Re¬ 
serve — it  will  cost  the  taxpayers  over 
$13  billion  a  year  to  carry,  which  is  ap¬ 
proximately  $5  billion  more  than  the 
present,  excessive,  cost. 

Congress  should  take  a  good  look  at 
the  Federal  Reserve  System.  It  is  true 
that  the  Federal  Reserve  System,  sup¬ 
ported  by  the  commercial  banks  of  the 
country,  has  been  successful  in  stopping 
\all  proposals  for  an  all-out  congres- 
4onal  investigation  of  their  activities. 

ly  of  us  know  why  they  are  opposed 
to  sKich  an  investigation.  They  are  going 
to  hide  as  long  as  they  can  from  the 
American  people  and  from  Congress  the 
things  they  are  doing. 

The  letter  from  the  investment  banker 
to  which  Preferred  is  as  follows: 

June  9,  1959. 

We  in  the  investment  banking  industry 
are  extremely  alarmed  at  the  mechanical 
procedures  currently  employed  by  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  irk  the  marketing  of  U.S. 
Government  bonds  and  obligations. 

This  morning  in  thk  newspaper  a  rather 
sensational  news  releask  reported  that  the 
Federal  Government  was\n  the  process  of 
not  only  raising  its  gross  bonded  debt  limit 
but  was  also  actively  engaged,  in  raising  the 
maximum  interest  rate  which*  Government 
bonds  might  bear.  This  Government  policy 
of  continually  cutting  the  price  ikas  serious 
a  financial  problem  as  the  commodity  stor¬ 
age  problems  and  all  other  ^fiscal  problems. 
Money  is  a  commodity  and  the  U.s\  Gov¬ 
ernment  is  in  the  business  of  selling  this 
commodity,  not  only  to  its  various  agencies 
but  to  the  people  of  this  great  country.  In 
the  marketing  of  any  commodity  the  con- 
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tinuo\is\ eduction  of  price  can  lead  only  to 
disaster  kpd  the  chaotic  position  wherein 
the  commodity  no  longer  has  a  retail  sales 
market.  It  '  would  appear  that  we  are  ap¬ 
proaching  thi'S  position  in  the  marketing  of 
Government  bonds. 

As  an  example\if  the  Federal  Government 
was  interested  in\elling  wheelbarrows  and 
continually  stated  that  while  it  was  selling 
wheelbarrows  today  for  $100.  it  would  be  sell¬ 
ing  the  same  wheelbarrow  3  months  from 
now  at  $80.  I  believe  it  would  be  obvious 
that  no  one  would  buy\  at  today’s  prlce- 
Everyone  would  wait  until  the  3  months  had 
expired  and  buy  at  a  rediW  price  The 
bond  sales  procedures  are  dohig  exactly  the 

same  thing.  The  Government  is  advising 

that  while  today’s  bonds  carry  \  4-percent 
interest  rate  that  tomorrow’s  bonds  will 
carry  414  percent  or  higher.  We  employ  a 
most  amateurish  procedure  in  contiguously 
cutting  the  price  in  an  attempt  to  sdll  our 
product. 

Recent  figures  show  that  one  of  the  major 
expenses  of  Government  operation  is  tne 
interest  cost  of  money  borrowed.  The  conA 
tinuous  increase  in  this  interest  cost  must 
stop.  It  would  seem  a  wise  and  prudent 
decision  if  serious  consideration  might  be 
given  to  better  packaging  the  product  rather 
than  continually  cutting  the  price. 

In  the  investment  banking  industry  the 
principal  responsibility  is  the  selling  of 
stocks  and  bonds.  If  we  employed  the  same 
attitude  in  the  selling  of  municipal  and 
corporate  bonds  as  is  currently  followed  by 
the  U.S.  Government  in  selling  Government 
bonds,  sales  would  decline  to  nothing  and 
public  acceptance  of  securities  would  cease. 
The  simile  is  exact. 

A  better  packaging  of  Government  obliga¬ 
tions  could  well  be  accomplished  to  the  end 
that  Government  bonds  would  be  better  re¬ 
ceived  without  the  costly  process  of  increas¬ 
ing  interest  rates.  Good  publicity  as  to  the 
retirement  of  debt  would  be  a  tremendous 
psychological  effect  on'  the  future  sales  of 
Government  bonds.  Gross  national  product 
is  at  an  alltime  high.  Gross  Federal  in¬ 
come  from  all  tax  sources  will  be  at  a  rec¬ 
ord  figure.  Careful  and  designed  employ¬ 
ment  of  even  a  small  portion  of  this  national 
income  toward  debt  retirement  would  help 
national  bond  sales.  As  a  smalltown  Kansas 
banker  remarked,  “We  would  at  least  be 
servicing  our  loan.” 

Better  programing  of  bond  maturity 
schedules  would  create  a  better  product  in 
national  financing.  In  the  investment  busi¬ 
ness  the  demand  details  of  investment 
change  from  month  to  month  insofar  as 
the  buying  public  is  concerned.  Our  Fed¬ 
eral  program  has  apparently  been  based  upon 
a  presumed  opinion  that  the  bond  buying 
attitude  of  investing  Americans  is  a  static 
thing  and  exists  without  change.  This  sim¬ 
ply  is  not  a  fact.  As  a  positive  example,  ay 
few  months  ago  midwestern  and  easten 
banks  were  buying  reasonably  short  bond 
maturities.  Currently  these  same  investors 
are  buying  9-  and  10-year  maturities  ./The 
Federal  Government  might  well  get  the 
feel  of  investing  Americans  and  program  its 
bond  issuance  to  satisfy  its  customers. 

The  bond  situation  of  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  is  approaching  a  disastrous  status 
and  this  status  could  be  eliminated  through 
the  employment  of  more  reaystic  procedures 
and  by  a  better  feel  of 
average  American  who  h; 
in  Government  bonds. 

I  hesitate  to  write  tofiis  long  a  letter  in 
view  of  the  demands  Oh  your  time;  however, 
U.S.  Government  bond  sales  procedures  is 
being  processed  in  £  manner  which  develops 
less  and  less  conference  in  Government  bond 
investment  andywhich  is  continuously  lead¬ 
ing  to  greater/anr  greater  interest  costs. 

If  actual  examples  and  figures  on  this  sub¬ 
ject  would  be  of  aid  to  you  in  pursuing  this 
problem,  please  let  me  know.  My  firm  will 


devote  time,  thought,  and  energy  toward 
consolidating  facts  for  your  use.  We  are 
sincerely,  thoroughly,  and  completely 
aroused  by  the  bond  issuing  activities  pres¬ 
ently  pursued  by  the  Treasury  Department. 

Your  thought  into  this  matter  will  be 
appreciated.  The  problem  is  a  national 
problem.  The  processing  of  a  solution  will 
require  thought  and  dedicated  activity. 


e  pulse  of  the 
money  to  invest 


NAT  WATTS,  OF  NAPLES,  TEX. 

Mr.  PATMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  former 
mayor  of  Naples,  Tex.,  N.  G.  Watts,  was 
honored  recently  by  the  people  of  that 
fine  town,  who  appreciate  him  as  a  good, 
public-spirited,^  civic-minded,  patriotic 
citizen.''  I  have  personally  known  Nat 
Watts  all  my  life.  He  is  one  of  our 
greatest  and  most  outstanding  citizens. 
He  is  a  great  American. 

The  Naples  Monitor,  which  has  been 
published  at  Naples,  Tex.,  for  the  past 
73  years,  in  a  front-page  editorial  im- 
nediately  after  a  large  picture  of  Mr. 
fatts  stated: 

cle  Nat  Watts  Will  Be  Honored  May  14 

NaG.  Watts,  former  mayor  and  longtime 
supporter  of  Naples,  will  be  honored  with  a 
commu^itywide  party  on  his  birthday  May 
14. 

Mrs.  J.  M.  Lasater  originated  the  idea  a) 
the  chamber  of  commerce  agreed  at  /ts 
meeting  Tuesday  night  to  sponsor  it. 

An  open  house  will  be  held  from  3/fcntil 
5  p.m.  on  May  14  at  the  City  Cafe.  /All  of 
his  friends,  both\locally  and  out  /f  town, 
will  be  invited  to  attend. 

The  day  will  be  designated  by' Mayor  W. 
A.  Giles  as  “N.  G.  Watts  Day.” 

Watts  was  born  in  Jefiersorydnd  moved  to 
Belden,  now  Naples,  as  ah  in/ant. 

He  attended  a  one-teacHe/  school  here  for 
his  only  formal  education /u^d  then  went  to 
work  for  a  livery  stably  at\^20  a  month. 
He  quit  for  a  job  w/th  the\Cotton  Belt 
Railroad  at  the  same  pay. 

An  ambitious  young  man,  he  \egan  the 
publication  of  tlpite  Omaha  Siftn^gs,  the 
largest  paper  in  Morris  County  at  the  time. 

He  later  closed  the  shop  and  started  out 
for  nowhere  inr  particular  and  ended  ud  in 
Boyce,  La.  He  bought  a  printing  plant  tlta-e 
and  began  imblication  of  the  Boyce  Entei 
prise,  thenr the  smallest  publication  in  th< 
State. 

He  la/ted  4  years  and  during  that  time  was 
twice Elected  mayor. 

Hp  left  Louisiana  and  went  to  St.  Louis 
wh/re  he  worked  for  a  paper  box  making 
pjhnt,  a  real  estate  office,  and  as  a  carpenter 
before  going  back  to  the  printing  business, 
'again  establishing  a  publication,  the  Na¬ 
tional  Business  Index. 

At  St.  Louis,  he  took  an  examination  for 
a  job  with  the  civil  service  as  a  printer, 
received  an  appointment,  but  hesitated  for 
some  time  before  accepting  because  he  was 
not  sure  he  could  do  the  job. 

He  did  well  enough  that  he  continued  for 
35  years,  ending  his  career  as  instructor  of 
printer  apprentices. 

During  his  travels  and  long  absence,  Na¬ 
ples  was  his  home  and  he  never  let  anyone 
forget  it.  He  returned  here  when  he  retired 
and  probably  will  be  here  until  “the  finish,” 
he  says. 

Watts  is  now  or  has  been  a  member  of  the 
Methodist  Church,  Eastern  Star,  Business 
Women’s  Club,  Naples  Garden  Club,  PTA, 
chamber  of  commerce  and  its  president,  a 
director  of  the  East  Texas  Chamber  of  Com¬ 
merce,  the  North  and  East  Texas  Press  Asso¬ 
ciation,  Texas  Editorial  Association,  Red 
River  Valley  Association,  Glass  Club  Lake, 
the  Brahma  Booster  Club,  and  almost  every 
other  civic  organization  open  to  him. 


He  was  a  director  of  the  Broadway 
America  Association,  president  of  the  Hie 
way  77  Association,  a  member  of  the  Motris 
County  school  board  and  chairman  off  the 
Morris  county  ration  board. 

He  was  commissioner  of  the  Texas  Centen¬ 
nial  of  Statehood,  a  member  of  thq/commit- 
tee  which  promoted  Big  Bend  National  Park, 
and  is  a  life  member  of  the  San  l^fego  Heaven 
on  Earth  Club. 

He  was  reemployment  comtnitteeman  of 
Selective  Service  for  Morris  County,  chairman 
of  Morris  County  for  celebration  of  the  Pres¬ 
ident’s  Birthday  for  Infantile  Paralysis,  a 


bts  and  Saddle  Club 
le  of  Municipalities. 


member  of  the  Naples  Bjj 
and  of  the  Texas  Leas 

He  has  made  three/rrips  with  good  neigh¬ 
bor  delegations  to  Mexico  and  attended  all 
but  one  or  two  State  Democratic  conventions 


since  returning  i 
Watts  is  a  for 


Lexas.  . 

rer  publisher  of  the  Naples 
Monitor  who  .kept  it  alive  at  one  time  by 
making  up  ite'  losses. 


THJ2S  PLASTIC  BAG  DANGER 

(Me/  ADDONIZIO  (at  the  request  of 
Mr.  Johnson  of  Maryland)  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
int  in  the  Record,  and  to  include  a 
fews  article  and  editorial.) 

Mr.  ADDONIZIO.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  a 
recent  editorial,  the  West  Orange 
Chronicle  called  attention  to  the  plastic 
bag  danger  and  stressed  the  need  for 
safety  measures  in  their  use.  The  same 
issue  of  the  Chronicle  carried  an  article 
on  the  subject,  containing  a  warning 
from  the  health  department  as  to  the 
hazard  to  infants  and  children  from 
misuse  of  the  bags.  I  commend  the 
Chronicle  for  alerting  its  readers  to  this 
menace,  and  feel  that  the  strongest  cor¬ 
rective  remedies  are  in  order  to  prevent 
further  tragedies.  It  is  appalling  that 
more  than  20  children  have  been  suffo¬ 
cated,  and  the  danger  can  no  longer  be 
ignored.  I  have  accordingly  introduced 
legislation  to  prohibit  the  shipment  of 
these  bags  in  interstate  commerce,  and 
■  I  urge  its  prompt  consideration. 

The  news  article  and  editorial  ap¬ 
pearing  in  the  June  4  issue  of  the  West 
Orange  Chronicle  follows : 

Plastic  Bag  Toy  Is  Infant  Killer,  Says 
^Health  Department — Parents  Warned  of 
Iazard — One  Hundred  May  Die  in  1959 
DN  K.  W.  Thum,  of  the  health  depart- 
ment\warned  parents  today  that  the  use  of 
plastic Nbags  as  playthings  has  resulted  in 
the  deatto  of  a  number  of  children  in  the 
United  Spates  during  the  past  year.  He 
urged  West\Orange  parents  to  be  mindful 
of  the  danger 

“When  children  play  with  transparent 
plastic  bags,  they  are  tempted  to  put  them 
over  their  heads  peer  through  them,”  he 
said. 

Perhaps  an  elect«|static  charge  is  gen¬ 
erated.  In  any  event\he  bag  seems  to  grab 
tightly  around  the  head  of  the  child  and 
make  it  impossible  for  hinoto  breathe.  This 
is  followed  by  panic  and  suffocation. 

“There  is  some  evidence  >±hat  ■  the  same 
hazard  applies  to  plastic  sheets  if  used  as 
mattress  covers  on  the  cribsyof  infants 
and  to  plastic  pillow  cases,”  he  points  out. 

The  National  Safety  Council  recently  is¬ 
sued  a  statement  saying  more  thanVo  chil¬ 
dren  were  reported  to  have  suffocated  be¬ 
cause  of  the  use  of  plastic  sheets,  pillow 
cases,  or  bags  in  the  first  3  months  of  rSJ59. 
This  statement  was  based  on  material  sl 
plied  by  State  health  departments.  Flastfl 
sheets  were  mentioned  in  seven  deaths  and' 
plastic  pillow  cases  in  three. 
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Withoivt  electricity  we  would  be  able  to 
have  no  mhdern  means  of  refrigeration;  there 
would  be  n\  good  means  of  pumping  water 
for  household,  purposes  as  well  as  for  live¬ 
stock  Another  thing  that  is  very  useful 
on  the  farm  i^\  the  electric  fencing  unit. 
This  serves  eithenas  an  execellent  temporary 
fence  or  as  a  goot^  permanent  fence  at  a 
small  percentage  oL  the  cost  of  a  barbed 
wire  fence.  \ 

In  the  spring  the  eleMricity  is  used  exten¬ 
sively  in  infra-red  heat  lamps.  Many  times 
we  have  to  get  up  at  night  and  bring  a  calf 
in  that  is  almost  frozen  to  death.  Some¬ 
times  they  seem  almost  dead;  yet  after  a 
while  with  the  heat  lamp,  th\yget  up  and 
try  to  run  around  the  floor.  This  lamp  is 
also  used  for  brooding  of  little  chickens. 
This  is,  much  safer  and  more  economical 
than  any  cither  means. 

As  mentioned  earlier,  modern  plunging  is 
found  in  about  all  the  homes  of  thisfmom- 
munity  that  have  electricity.  Without  Elec¬ 
trical  energy  the  modern  bathroom  would 
be  hardly  known  to  our  area.  This  is  a  lqt 
more  sanitary  than  the  old  style  outdoor 
toilet. 

Anothing  thing  that  came  along  with 
electricity  that  is  found  very  useful  on  our 
farm  as  well  as  many  others  in  our  locality 
is  the  milking  machine.  This  appliance  is 
much  easier  in  most  cases  and  more  eco¬ 
nomical  in  the  long  run  than  hand  milking. 
It  is  also  easier  on  the  cows.  Some  of  our 
neighbors  find  the  REA  very  useful  in  the 
pasteurisation  of  milk.  The  electric  cream 
separator  is  another  machine  connected  with 
dairy  products  that  is  used  extensively  in 
our  community.  It  is  a  labor-saving  device 
for  the  operator  as  well  as  for  the  lady  of 
the  house,  since  most  of  them  are  self¬ 
washing. 

In  the  summer  time,  or  in  any  other  time 
of  year,  a  welder  on  the  farm  is  found  to  be 
a  very  excellent  piece  of  equipment.  When 
you  are  out  in  the  fields  mowing,  raking, 
plowing,  or  any  other  one  of  the  many  things 
connected  with  fanning  and  ranching;  it  is 
a  lot  easier  to  come  to  the  house  and  weld 
something  together  than  to  go  to  town  after 
repairs. 

To  make  a  long  story  short — REA  is  the 
most  wonderful  thing  that  could  ever  come 
to  a  farm. 

Essay  by  Russell  Frerichs,  Hildreth,  Nebr. 

Rural  electrification  in  the  home  and  com¬ 
munity  is  the  most  useful  and  the  most  val¬ 
uable  accomplishment  in  the  years  past. 
We,  as  citizens  of  a  growing  and  prospering 
America,  are  endow'ed  with  luxuries  and  a 
standard  of  living  -found  nowhere  else  in  the 
world.  A  major  factor  in  this  cultural  de¬ 
velopment  has  been  rural  electrification. 

It  has  long  been  known  that  electricit 
provides  the  lowest  cost  power  for  more  pur¬ 
poses  than  all  other  sources  of  energy  o6 m- 
bined.  It  is  for  this  reason  that  theybene- 
fits  of  rural  electrification  have  been  ex¬ 
tended  to  millions  of  people.  Mayfly  of  us 
fail  to  realize  just  how  valuable/it  is  and 
how  much  it  does  for  us.  Through  the  ever 
increasing  world  of  science  vjgr  are  able  to 
discover  hundreds  of  new  things  about  elec¬ 
tricity  to  lighten  our  work  and  brighten  our 
leisure.  The  vast  capabilities  of  electricity 
reach  as  far  into  the  fut/(re  as  man’s  imag¬ 
ination. 

Rural  electrification^  as  revolutionized  the 
home  and  community  in  countless  ways. 
Just  a  few  decades/ago  a  common  source  of 
light  was  a  lamp /r  lantern.  Now  with  new 
economical  light  bulbs,  we  can  see  better 
with  less  strahi  on  our  eyes.  With  all  types 
of  major  appliances,  the  housewife  can  pre¬ 
pare  meals/with  greater  ease  "  and  conven¬ 
ience,  move  cheaply,  and  in  a  shorter  time, 
than  ever  before  was  thought  possible.  With 
today’smew  modern  sewing  machines,  a  fam¬ 
ily  can  save  on  clothes  bills  which  is  so 
important  in  view  of  today’s  higher  prices. 


No  more  does  a  housewife  have  to  slave  on 
washday.  With  a  flick  of  a  button  and  a 
turn  of  a  knob,  the  clothes  are  washed  easier, 
faster  and  better  for  the  housewife. 

Millions  of  people  owe  their  daily  enter¬ 
tainment  to  TV.  New  forms  of  entertain¬ 
ment  are  gradually  entering  the  scene,  such 
as  stereophonic  high  fidelity  sound  record¬ 
ings. 

Rapid  strides  are  also  being  taken  on  the 
farm  scene  in  the  field  of  electricity.  All 
of  these  advances  lead  to  a  safer  and  easier 
life  for  the  farmer.  A.  farmer  now  does  less 
work,  gets  more  done,  and  get  its  done  in  a 
shorter  time.  The  scientific  world  is  find¬ 
ing  new  ways  to  put  electric  motors  to  work 
for  the  farmer,  Thus  accomplishing  what 
formerly  required  hand  labor.  He  can  now 
protect  his  livestock  and  farm  animals  with 
better  lighting  and  better  heating  systems 
and  electric  fences  and  home  vyelding  now 
enable  the  farmer  to  work  more  for  himself 
and  more  economically  than  ever  before. 

Newer  and  better  ways  of  harnessing  elec¬ 
tricity  are  created  every  day  and  are  doing 
more  work  so  we  have  more  time  to  spend 
vwith  our  friends- and  family. 

Listed  are  only  a  few  of  the  countless  ways 
rtiral  electrification  in  the  past  24  years  has 
revolutionized  the  home  and  community  and 
willVontinue  to"  do  so  in  this  day  and  age 
of  thevatom. 


cut  the  heart  from  issues  simply  constitute 
unrealistic  failure  to  face  issues. 

Congress  is  inviting  another  strong  rrfan, 
like  Franklin  D.  Roosevelt,  to  step  ipr  and 
make  a  rubber  stamp  of  it.  / 


/ 


.  Won’t-Do  Congress 


EXTENSION  op  remari 

OF 

HON.  ROBERT  H.  M^HEL 

OF  nXINOIS 

IN  THE  HOUSE  Of\ePRESENTATIVES 

Friday,  June^S,  1959 

Mr.  MICHEL.  My;  Speaker,  under 
leave  to  extend  my  /emarks  In  the  Rec¬ 
ord,  I  include  thfe  following  editorial 
from  the  Peoria/ (Ill.)  Jour\al  Star  of 
June  10,  1959: 

Wqn't-Do  Congress 

Congress  is'  repeating  this  year  its  well- 
known  performance  of  ducking  issues  by 
doing  virlpfally  nothing. 

Some  issues  are  in  effect  sidesteplied 
through' resort  to  compromises  which  do  nc 
come /to  grips  with  problems.  Often  these 
are  worse  than  doing  nothing.  They  give 
the/illusion  of  action  while  only  postponing 
decisions. 

We  try  to  be  realistic  in  appraising  the 
'work  of  Congress.  We  realize  that  no  body 
of  534  individuals  can  be  indifferent  to  the 
pressures  of  Washington,  D.C.,  and  constit¬ 
uents  back  home.  But  we  are  always  hoping 
that  they  will  rise -above  these  pressures  when 
the  national  need  requires.  The  times  when 
this  happens  are  growing  fewer  and  father 
between.  Congressional  action  increasingly 
takes  on  the  look  of  erratic  patchwork,  re¬ 
flecting  a  crude  balance  of  response  to 
pressures. 

See  how  foreign  aid  is  handled.  Congress 
is  caught  between  the  heavy  pressures  and, 
year  after  year,  comes  out  with  a  compromise 
that  simply  postpones  the  making  of  a  deci¬ 
sion  on  a  sane  policy. 

Labor  reform,  one  of  the  Nation’s  most 
urgent  needs,  got  the  “do  nothing”  treat¬ 
ment  last  year  and  seems  about  to  get  it 
again  this  year. 

Congress  is  suffering  from  the  malady  of 
cumulative  inertia.  Less  and  less  is  it  an 
effective  instrument  for  positive  action  in 
any  age  of  great  stress.  It  has  made  a  rou¬ 
tine  of  the  roundabout  approach  to  national 
problems.  Its  results  are  watered-down  bills, 
halfhearted  measures,  timid  strides  forward. 

Genuine  compromise  often  is  the  key  to 
good  lawmaking.  But  compromises  which 


That  “Wall’ 


Again 


EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 

OF  / 

HON.  J.  ARTHUR  YOUNGER 

OF  CALIFORNIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

W 

Fridcvfj,  June  12,  1959 

Mr.  YOUNGER.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is 
unfortunate'  that  so  much  of  the  Mem¬ 
bers’  time'nas  to  be  devoted  to  warmed- 
over  measures  which  have  been  soundly 
defeated  by  the  House  on  previous  occa¬ 
sions/'  It  would  seem  that  we  are  to  be 
confronted  again  with  the  Freedom  Wall 
Monument,  which  not  only  has  all  of  the 
Ejections  that  were  raised  when  the 
reasure  was  turned  down  by  the  House 
in  the  2d  session  of  the  85th  Congress 
but,  in  addition,  defeats  the  purpose  of 
the  resolution  adopted  by  the  American 
Legion  at  their  national  convention  in 
Chicago  in  September  1958. 

I  trust  the  Members  will  read  the  fol¬ 
lowing  editorial  from  the  Saturday, 
June  6,  issue  of  the  Evening  Star  as  well 
as  the  American  Legion  resolution: 

[From  the  Evening  Star,  June  6,  1959] 
That  “Wall”  Again 

With  a  never-say-die  spirit  in  accord  with 
the  principles  it  supposedly  would  symbolize, 
the  so-called  Freedom  Wall,  thought  to  have 
been  buried  at  the  past  session  of  Congress, 
has  been  brought  back  to  life  by  its  spon¬ 
sors.  The  project  remains  highly  controver¬ 
sial,  however,  and  Congress  should  see  to  it 
that  any  legislation  passed  contains  adequate 
safeguards  against  unwise  location,  size,  and 
design  of  the  structure. 

Although  the  purposes  of  the  undertaking 
were  praiseworthy,  the  House  shelved  the 
memorial  bill  more  than  a  year  ago  after 
strong  objections  had  been  raised  in  Con- 
egress  and  elsewhere  to  the  building  of  a 
v  juge  walled  enclosure  adjacent  to  Arlington 
ational  Cemetery  and  the  Marine  Memorial. 
The  final  design  of  the  shrine  never  was  sub¬ 
mitted  to  Congress  or  to  Federal  agencies 
concerned  with  protecting  the  Arlington  end 
of  the  \4all  axis  against  improper  develop¬ 
ment. 

If  Congress  now  is  to  approve  erection  of 
a  freedom  memorial  of  any  kind  on  the  site 
originally  cmssen  for  the  “wall,”  the  legis¬ 
lation  should\make  certain  that  (1)  the 
project  as  finally  planned  has  the  unquali¬ 
fied  approval  of  yhe  Fine  Arts  Commission 
and  the  National  Capital  Planning  Commis¬ 
sion  and  (2)  construction  is  delayed  until 
all  of  the  $15  million\or  so  to  be  sQught  by 
public  subscription  is  \in  hand.  Otherwise 
the  Arlington  hillside  iray  be  marred  by  a 
partly  completed  structin^  or  by  one  not 
suitable  for  the  site  selectee 


Resolution  Adopted  at  Ambrican  Legion 
National  Convention,  Chicago,  Septem¬ 
ber  1-4,  1958 
Resolution  No.  164  (Virginia) -^Subject: 
“Enlargement  of  Arlington  National^  Ceme¬ 
tery.” 

Whereas  it  has  been  learned  that  tuioc- 
cupied  space  for  the  burial  of  veterans  and 
members  of  the  armed  services  of  tim 
United  States  in  Arlington  National  CemeN- 
tery  is  rapidly  becoming  exhausted,  and  is 
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expected  to  be  exhausted  within  a  very  few 
years;  and 

Whereas  the  American  Legion  has  a  deep 
and  profound  interest  in  the  continuation 
of  honoring  deceased  veterans  and  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  armed  services  with  appropriate 
burials  in  Arlington  National  Cemetery,  for 
as  long  a  period  of  time  as  this  can  be 
made  possible;  and 

Whereas  approximately  20  acres  of  unoc¬ 
cupied  Government-owned  land  that  is  suit¬ 
able  and  appropriate , for  use  as  an  exten¬ 
sion  of  Arlington  National  Cemetery  exists 
and  adjoins  this  cemetery  directly  to  the 
north  of  the  cemetery;  and 

Whereas  proposed  legislation  which  would 
have  authorized  the  erection  of  a  large 
public  monument  or  structure  on  this  Gov¬ 
ernment-owned  land,  adjoining  the  ceme¬ 
tery  at  its  north  boundary,  was  rejected 
by  the  85th  Congress  during  its..  2d  ses¬ 
sion,  in  1958,  for  reasons  including\the  ex¬ 
pressed  interest  of  numerous  Members  of 
Congress  in  adding  these  lands  to  Alding¬ 
ton  National  Cemetery,  and  thereby 'pro¬ 
viding  a  much-needed  extension  to  the 
cemetery;  Now  therefore,  be  it  V 

Resolved,  by  the  American  Legion  as\ 
sembled  in  national  convention,  in  Chicago,  \ 
III.,  September  1-4,  1958,  That  the  President  \ 
and  Congress  of  the  United  States  be  peti¬ 
tioned  to  authorize  the  enlargement  of  Ar¬ 
lington  National  Cemetery,  and  to  make 
available  for  *this  purpose  the  Government- 
owned  land  that  is  located  to  the  north  of 
the  present  north  boundary  of  Arlington 
National  Cemetery,  and  which  is  not  now 
occupied,  or  such  other  Government-owned 
land  adjoining  this  cemetery  as  may  be  un¬ 
occupied  and  is  suitable  for  this  purpose. 


476,000.  Why  should  we  discriminate, 
against  287  loans? 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  am  in  favor  of  putting 
this  limitation  on  every  bill  just  as  fast 
as  they  come  in  here. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  say  if  you  put  it  on 
every  bill,  even  if  you  put  a  $35,000 
limitation  on  it,  but  you  are  not  accom¬ 
plishing  anything.  That  is  my  point. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Oh,  yes,  you  are  accom¬ 
plishing  something. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  You  are  knocking 
these  287  people  out  of  a  loan. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Would  not  the  gentle¬ 
man  say  that  is  some  accomplishment? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  No. 

Mr.  GROSS.  The  gentleman  from 
Iowa  thinks  it  is  and  feels  that  we  ought 
to  put  a  similar  limitation  on  every  bill 
that  comes  in. 
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Wheat  Program  for  1960-61 


SPEECH 

OF 

HON.  H.  R.  GROSS 

OF  IOWA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday,  June  11, 1959 

The  House  in  Committee  of  the  Whole 
House  on  the  State  of  the  Union  had  under 
consideration  the  bill  (H.R.  7246)  to  amend 
the  Agricultural  Act  of  1939,  as  amended, 
the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended,  and  Public  Law  74,  77th  Congress, 
as  amended. 

(Mr.  GROSS  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

There  must  be  good  reason  for  the 
enactment  of  this  amendment.  The 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture  at  first  said  this  was  inconsequen¬ 
tial,  this  amendment  offered  by  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  South  Dakota,  but  it  seems 
to  me  it  has  developed  into  a  pretty 
good  argument.  I  notice  the  distin¬ 
guished  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  is  now  making  quite  a  fight 
against  it  despite  the  fact  that  it  was 
not  supposed  to  affect  anybody  or  do 
anything.  That  seems  to  me  to  be  a 
argument  for  the  adoption  of  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  It  would  have  affected 
287  people  last  year  out  of  a  total  of 


this  outlook.  But  I  am  sure  that  the 
wards  will  be  well  worth  the  sacrifices. 

One  of  these  rewards  is  the  opportunity 
to  work  in  my  chosen  field,  teaching/  As  a 
high  school  English  teacher  I  would  work 
with  the  two  things  I  love  best — -books  and 
people.  I  can  imagine  no  career  .more  satis¬ 
fying  than  that  of  helping  otiiers  to  gain 
knowledge.  But  before  I  can  do  this,  I  must 
acquire  a  college  education/myself. 

There  is  another  importa/t  reason  for  my 
ambition  toward  college. /in  a  sense,  I  feel 
that  I  owe  America  a  debt.  The  ideals  of 
her  leaders  and  the  kjAdness  of  her  people 
have  given  my  family  and  me  the  right  of 
“life,  liberty,  and  the  pursuit  of  happiness.” 
The  best  way  I  canr  repay  this  debt  is  by  be¬ 
ing  a  good  and  jaseful  citizen.  A  career  in 
thte  American  educational  systerr^  would  en¬ 
able  me  to  do  tins. 

Of  course  /education  offers  great  practical 
rewards.  An  educated  person  has  greater 
financial  Security  and  a  higher  standing  in 
the  community.  The  college  years  give  the 
student  an  opportunity  to  meet  new  people 
-fend  make  new  friends. 

Bj4t  these  things  seem  like  frosting  on  the 
cajte  when  compared  to  the  satisfaction  of 
forking  at  a  job  one  loves  and  the  joy  of 
;nriching  one’s  life  through  knowledge. 


riday,  June  12,  1959 

Mr.  KAHTH.  Mi-.  Speakof’,  under 
leave  to  extend  my  remarks  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord,  I  include  the  following  testimonial  to 
Vthe  fine  character  of  American  youth  in 
a  prizewinning  paper  hi  the  national 
Thom  McAn  leadeV^hin/a wards  program 
of  Vaira  Haase,  of  382/Arundel,  St.  Paul, 
Minn.  Vaira  ranks  Second  in  the  senior 
class  of  Mechanic  Xrts^pigh  School  and 
was  given  superio/ rating^  by  the  faculty 
in  every  area.  /For  her  \fforts  in  this 
contest  Vaira  Haase  will  receive  a  college 
scholarship  and  an  all-expanse  trip  to 
Washington;  D.C.,  and  New  Ydrk  City. 

Wh/ I  Want  To  Go  to  Colle 
(By  Vaira  Haase) 

My  /amily  and  I  are  displaced  p6fc>ons 
fronyTatvia.  In  Latvian  there  is  a  special 
worn  for  school— “gaismas  pils,”  meann 
i(stle  of  light.”  Ever  since  I  was  little 
/ewe  thought  of  education  in  this  way.  It' 
is  a  castle  where  prejudices  and  misconcep¬ 
tions  are  banished  by  the  light  of  tolerance 
and  truth.  A  place  where  people  gain  an 
understanding  of  life’s  problems  and  an  ap¬ 
preciation  of  life’s  joys. 

My  family  has  taught  me  this  viewpoint. 
In  our  Country  nfy  mother  was  a  teacher, 
my  father  a  storekeeper,  and  my  uncle  a 
school  principal.  Now  they  all  earn  a  living 
as  janitors;  their  years  of  schooling  no 
longer  have  any  practical  value.  Yet  it  is 
from  them  I  have  learned  the  real  meaning 
of  education. 

When  I  see  my  mother’s  tired  face  relax 
as  she  opens  a  book,  or  hear  my  father  and 
his  friends  heatedly  discussing  ideas  of  right 
and  wrong,  I  can  see  the  continuing  enrich¬ 
ing  effect  education  has  had  on  their  lives. 
I  then  agree  wholeheartedly  when  I  hear  my 
uncle  say,  “We  may  have  left  everything 
behind,  but  we  still  have  our  two  greatest 
possessions — the  knowledge  we  have  ac¬ 
quired  and  the  desire  to  learn  more.”  , 

I  realize  that  not  everything  about  edu¬ 
cation  is  as  beautifully  idealistic  as  this 
statement.  The  pursuit  of  knowledge  can 
often  seem  a  useless  rat  race  filled  with  hard 
work,  a  shortage  of  funds,  unfair  professors, 
and  dull  classes.  During  my  college  years 
there  will  probably  be  times  when  I  share 


Lewis  L.  Strauss:  Outstanding  Record  of 
Public  Service 


EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 

OF 

HON.  CRAIG  HOSMER 

OF  CALIFORNIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday,  June  12, 1959 

Mr.  HOSMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  a 
matter  of  real  personal  satisfaction  to 
see  so  many  fine  tributes  appearing  in 
the  Nation’s  press  to  Lewis  L.  Strauss 
for  the  more  than  30  years  outstanding 
service  he  has  given  to  his  fellow  Amer¬ 
icans.  The  Independent-Press-Tele¬ 
gram  newspaper  of  Long  Beach,  Calif., 
on  June  8  contained  one  such  fine  edi¬ 
torial  as  follows: 

Strauss  Rejection  Would  Be  Victory  for 
Art  of  Smear 

Controversy  such  as  that  now  raging 
round  the  head  of  Lewis  L.  Strauss  is  noth- 
iilg  new  in  the  life  of  the  former  Atomic 
En&rgy  Commission  chairman.  Because  he 
is  an.  outspoken  and  courageous  man  and 
has  an.  irritating  way  of  being  right,  he  has 
made  some  fierce  enemies,  some  of  whom 
are  doing,  everything  in  their  power  at  this 
time  to  torpedo  his  appointment  as  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Commerce. 

Unfortunately,  much  of  what  is  being  said 
against  Straus^ is  in  a  personal  vein.  Some 
of  those  agains\  whom  he  has  successfully 
prevailed  in  his  \ffort  to  keep  the  United 
States  ahead  in  thW  nuclear  race  would  give 
anything  for  his  scato.  Several  Members  of 
the  Senate  appear  determined  to  give  it  to 
them. 

For  the  sake  of  fairneste  the  public  should 
be  reminded  of  some  of  the  facts  of  Strauss’ 
outstanding  record  of  publio. service.  Unlike 
some  of  his  hottest  critics,  xje  is  no  new¬ 
comer'  on  the  scene  of  public  affairs.  , 

Strauss  was  Herbert  HooveiVs  secretary 
when  Hoover  served  as  head  of  the  U.S. 
Food  Administration.  In  1919  Stria uss  was 
on  the  staff  of  the  U.S.  delegation,  which 
helped  arrange  armistice  terms  with.  Ger¬ 
many.  He  was  appointed  to  the  Atomic 
Energy  Commission  under  Harry  Truman,  in 
1946  and  was  President  Eisenhower's  liaison 
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lairman  Cole.  It  may  not  be  in  your 
menWy,  but  it  certainly  is  within  mine,  that 
for  tn^  first  time  within  the  history  of  this 
committee  it  was  necessary  for  the  commit¬ 
tee  to  adopt  a  formal  resolution  to  get  in- 
formation'irom  the  Commission. 

Mr.  Straubs.  I  am  aware  of  that. 

Chairman  XJole.  You  'may  not  call  that 
resistance,  butSf  do. 

Mr.  Presidency  Admiral  Strauss’  mem¬ 
ory  failed  him  when  the  neglect  to  supply 
that  information  \ras  brought  out;  but 
Republican  Chairman  Cole  remembered 
the  circumstances.  Re  recalled  that  the 
committee  had  to  adopt  a  resolution  to 
get  it  when  it  was  not  forthcoming. 

Then,  when  I  questioned  Admiral 
Strauss  about  the  fact  that/Congress  had 
passed  an  act  to  require  him.  to  give  to 
the  committee  all  the  information — the 
previous  act  had  provided  only 'that  the 
committee  should  be  supplied  with  “in¬ 
formation  of  its  activities”;  but  because 
the  Atomic  Energy  Commission,  uWler 
the  leadership  of  Admiral  Strauss,  nqd 
failed  to  do  so,  the  law  was  amended 
the  insertion  of  the  words  “all  of  its" 
activities” — Admiral  Strauss  repeatedly 
stated,  as  the  hearings  bear  out,  that  he 
could  not  remember  anything  about  such 
an  amendment  of  the  law.  However, 
Mr.  President/  it  seems  absolutely  un¬ 
thinkable  that  after  the  Congress  had 
directed  a  law  at  one  man — and  that 
law  was  directed  at  Mr.,  Strauss,  the 
Chairman  of  the  Commission — that  man 
would  not  remember  that  such  a  law  had 
been  passed. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Muskie  in  the  chair).  Does  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Oklahoma  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania? 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  I  am  happy  to 
yield. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  I  see 
across  the'aisle  my  friend  the  junior 
Senator  from  California  [Mr.  Kuchel]. 
If  I  may  address  myself  to  him  for  a 
moment,  let  me  say  that  I  understand 
that  later  today  he  will  make  a  speech 


Cooley,  Mr.  Poage,  Mr.  Grant,  Mr.  Al¬ 
bert,  Mr.  Hoeven,  Mr.  Dague,  and  Mr. 
Belcher  were  appointed  managers  on 
the  part  of  the  House  at  the  conference. 


Mr.  KUCHEL.  No,  Mr.  President;  rny 
friend  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  is 
mistaken.  / 

I  shall  vote  for  confirmation  of  the 
nomination  of  Mr.  Strauss.  Perhaps  I 
shall  speak  on  the  subject  n/it  week; 
but  I  have  no  plan  to  spea^  on  it  this 
evening. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Then, 
withdraw  my  suggestio: 

Mr.  MONRONEY. 
yield  the  floor 


President,  I 
President,  I 


iOM  THE  HOUSE 

A  message  ffom  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives,  h /  Mr.  Maurer,  one  of  its 
reading  clerks,  announced  that  the 
House  hap  passed  the  bill  (S.  1968)  to 
strengthen  the  wheat  marketing  quota 
and  once  support  program,  with  an 
amendment,  in  which  it  requested  the 
concurrence  of  the  Senate,  and  that  the 
4use  insisted  upon  its  amendment  to 
bill;  requested  a  conference  with  the 
'Senate  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the 
two  Houses  thei;eon,  and  that  Mr. 


STRENGTHENING  OF  WHEAT  MAR¬ 
KETING  QUOTA  AND  PRICE  SUP¬ 
PORT  PROGRAM 
Mr.  ELLENDER.  As  in  legislative  ses¬ 
sion,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
Chair  lay  before  the  Senate  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  House  to  S.  1968. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  laid  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate  the  amendment  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  to  the  bill  (S. 
1968)  to  strengthen  the  wheat  market¬ 
ing  quota  and  price  support  program, 
which  was,  to  strike  out  all  after  the 
enacting  clause  and  insert: 

Ttfat  title  I  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of 
1949,  as  amended,  is  amended  by  adding  the 
following  new  section: 

“Sec.  106.  Notwithstanding  the  provisions 
of  section  101  of  this  Act,  for  each  'of  the 
1950  and  1961  crops  of  wheat  price  support 
shall  be  made  available  as  provided  in  this 
section.  The  support  price  for'  each  such 
crop  shall  be  90  per  centum  of  the  parity  price 
therefor.  Wheat  of  any  such  crop  shall  be 
eligible  for  price  support  only  if  (1)  the  farm 
on  which  the  wheat  is  produced  is  in  com¬ 
pliance  with  the  farm  wheat  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  for  such  crop,  and  (2)  the  total  acre¬ 
age  on  the  farm  devoted  to  the  production 
of  crops  supported  under  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  which  would  nor¬ 
mally  be  harvested  in  the  calendar  year 
in  which  the  wheat  crop  for  which  the  pro¬ 
ducer  applies  for  price  support  is  normally 
harvested,  does  not  exceed  the  total  average 
annual  acreage  on  the  farm  devoted  to  the 
production  of  such  price  supported  crops  for 
harvest  in  1957  and  1958,  less  an  acreage 
equal  to  25  per  centum  of  the  farm  acre¬ 
age  allotment  for  the  crop  of  wheat  for 
which  application  for  price  support  is  made 
which  would  be  in  effect  for  the  farm  ex¬ 
cept  for  the  reduction  thereof  as  provided 
jn  section  334(c)  (2)  of  the  Agricultural  Ad¬ 
justment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended:  Provided, 
however.  That  a  farm  shall  be  deemed  in 
compliance  with  the  foregoing  requirements 
for  price  support  for  wheat  if  no  crop  other 


than  wheat  supported  under  the  Agricul- 
in  support  of  confirmation  of  the  nomi-  jAural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  is  produced 
nation  of  Mr.  Strauss.  Is  that  correct?/  on  the  farm  for  harvest  in  i960  or  1961 


whichever  is  applicable,  and  the  farm  is  in 
compliance  with  the  farm  wheat  acreage  al¬ 
lotment.  In  accordance  with  regulations 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  the  acreage  of 
such  price  supported  crops  for  1957  and 
1958  ir^ay  be  adjusted  for  abnormal  weather 
conditions,  established  crop-rotation  prac¬ 
tices  for  the  farm,  diversion  under  soil  bank 
programs,  and  to  reflect  history  acreage 
preserved  under  section  377  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended, 
to  the  extent  of  any  unused  allotment  not 
diverted  to  the  production  of  such  price 
supported  crops.  For  the  purposes  of  this 
section  a  producer  shall  not  be  deemed  to 
have  exceeded  the  farm  aereage  allotment 
or  the  acreage  of  permitted  price  supported 
crops  for  the  farm  unless  the  producer 
knowingly  exceeded  such  allotment  or  per¬ 
mitted  acreage.  In  addition,  for  the  1960 
or  1961  crops  of  wheat,  if  marketing  quotas 
for  the  particular  crop  are  in  effect  and  the 
producers  on  the  farm  meet  the  foregoing 
requirements  for  price  support  and,  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary,  designate  an  acreage  on  the  farm 
equal  to  the  25  per  centum  reduction  in  the 
farm  acreage  allotment  required  under  sec¬ 
tion  334(c)  (2)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjust¬ 
ment  Act,  as  amended,  for  the  particular 
crop  of  wheat  and  do  not  produce  any  crop 


thereon  which  is  normally  harvested  in  the 
calendar  year  in  which  the  particular  crop 
of  wheat  is  normally  harvested  and  do  not 
graze  such  acreage  during  such  year,  such 
producers  shall  be  entitled  to  a  wheat  pay¬ 
ment  in  kind  from  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  stocks  equal  in  value  to  one-third 
of  the  average  annual  yield  in  bushels  of 
wheat  per  harvested  acre-  on  the  farm  for 
the  three  years  immediately  preceding  the 
year  for  which  the  designation  is  made,  ad¬ 
justed  for  abnormal  weather  conditions  and 
as  determined  under  regulations  prescribed 
by  the  Secretary,  multiplied  by  the  number 
of  designated  acres.  Such  wheat  may  be 
marketed  without  penalty  but  shall  not  be 
eligible  for  price  support.  The  payment 
in  kind  shall  be  made  by  the  issuance  of  a 
negotiable  certificate  which  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  shall  redeem  in  wheat 
equal  in  value  to  the  value  of  the  certifi¬ 
cate.  The  certificate  shall  have  a  value  equal 
to  the  number  of  bushels  determined  as 
aforesaid  multiplied  by  the  basic  county 
support  rate  per  bushel  for  number  one 
wheat  of  the  crop  normally  harvested  in  the 
year  for  which  the  acreage  is  designated 
and  for  the  county  in  which  the  designated 
acreage  is  located.  The  wheat  redeemable 
for  such  certificate  shall  be  valued  at  the 
market  price  thereof  as  determined  by  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation.  The  Secretary 
shall  provide  by  regulation  for  the  sharing 
of  a  certificate  among  producers  on  the 
farm  on  a  fair  and  equitable  basis.  The 
acreage  on  the  farm  which  would  otherwise 
be  eligible  to  be  placed  in  the  conservation 
reserve  program  for  1960  or  1961  shall  be 
reduced  by  an  amount  equal  to  the '  re¬ 
quired  reduction  of  25  per  centum  under 
section  334(c)  (2)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjust¬ 
ment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  for  the  wheat 
crop  of  the  corresponding  year.  Price  sup¬ 
port  at  90  per  centum  of  parity  under  this 
section  shall  be  made  available  only  to 
cooperators  and  only  if  producers  have  not 
disapproved  marketing  quotas  for  the  crop: 
Provided  further,  (1)  That  beginning  with 
the  crop  of  wheat  to  be  harvested  in  1960, 
the  total  amount  of  price  support  extended 
to  any  person  on  any  year’s  production  of 
wheat  through  loans  or  purchases  made  or 
made  available  by  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation,  or  other  agency  of  the  U.S. 
Department  of  Agriculture  shall  not  exceed 
$35,000,  (2)  That  the  term  ‘person’  shall 
mean  an  individual,  partnership,  firm,  joint- 
stock  company,  corporation,  association, 
trust,  estate,  or  other  legal  entity,  or  any 
two  or  more  legal  entities  the  beneficial 
ownership  of  which  is  substantially  the  same 
or  is  in  members  of  the  same  household, 
or  a  State,  political  subdivision  of  a  State, 
or  any  agency  thereof,  except  that  in  the 
case  of  a  partnership  made  up  of  two  or 
more  separate  families  or  households  •  each 
such  family  or  household  may  be  considered 
at  its  option  as  a  person  for  the  purposes 
of  this  subsection,  (3)  That  in  the  case  of 
any  loan  to,  or  purchase  from,  a  cooperative 
marketing  organization,  such  limitation 
shall  not  apply  to  the  amount  of  price  sup¬ 
port  received  by  the  cooperative  marketing 
organization,  but  the  amount  of  price  sup¬ 
port  made  available  to  any  person  through 
such  cooperative  marketing  organization 
shall  be  included  in  determining  the  amount 
of  price  support  received  by  such  person 
for  purposes  of  such  limitation,  and  (4) 
That  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall  issue 
regulations  prescribing  such  rules  as  he  de¬ 
termines  necessary  to  prevent  the  .evasion  of 
such  limitation.  In  case  marketing  quotas 
are  disapproved,  price  support  shall  be  made 
available  to  cooperators  and  noncooperators 
at  50  percentum  of  parity :  Provided,  however. 
That  for  the  purpose  of  section  407  of  the 
Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  the 
current  support  price  for  wheat  shall  be 
determined  on  the  basis  of  a  price  support 
level  for  wheat  of  75  per  centum  of  the  parity 
price  therefor.” 
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Sec.  2.  (a)  In  lieu  of  the  provisions  of 
item  (1)  of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh 
Congress,  as  amended,  the  following  provi¬ 
sions  shall  apply  to  the  1960  and  1961  crops 
of  wheat: 

“(1)  If  a  national  marketing  quota  for 
wheat  is  in  effect  for  any  marketing  year, 
farm  marketing  quotas  shall  be  in  effect  for 
the  crop  of  wheat  which  is  normally  har¬ 
vested  in  the  calendar  year  in  which  such 
marketing  year  begins.  The  farm  market¬ 
ing  quota  for  any  crop  of  wheat  shall  be 
the  actual  production  of  the  acreage  planted 
to  such  crop  of  wheat  on  the  farm  less  the 
farm  marketing  excess.  The  farm  market¬ 
ing  excess  shall  be  an  amount  equal  to 
double  the  normal  yield  of  wheat  per  acre 
established  for  the  farm  multiplied  by  the 
number  of  acres  planted  to  such  crop  of 
wheat  on  the  farm  in  excess  of  the  farm 
acreage  allotment  for  such  crop  unless  the 
producer,  in  accordance  with  regulations 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary  and  within  the 
time  prescribed  therein,  establishes  to  the 
satisfaction  of  the  Secretary  the  actual  pro¬ 
duction  of  such  crop  of  wheat  on  the  farm. 
If  such  actual  production  is  so  established 
the  farm  marketing  excess  shall  be  such 
actual  production  less  the  actual  produc¬ 
tion  of  the  farm  wheat  acreage  allotment: 
Provided.,  however.  That  the  farm  marketing 
excess  shall  be  adjusted  to  zero  if  the  total 
actual  production  on  the  farm  does  not  ex¬ 
ceed  the  normal  production  of  the  farm 
wheat  acreage  allotment.  Actual  produc¬ 
tion  of  the  farm  wheat  acreage  allotment 
shall  mean  the  actual  average  yield  per  har¬ 
vested  acre  of  wheat  on  the  fapn  multiplied 
by  the  number  of  acres  constituting  the  farm 
acreage  allotment.  Jin  determining  the  ac¬ 
tual  average  yield  per  harvested  acre  of 
wheat  and  the  actual  production  of  wheat 
on  the  farm  any  acreage  utilized  for  feed 
without  threshing  after  the  wheat  is  headed, 
or  available  for  such  utilization  at  the  time 
the  actual  production  is  determined,  shall 
be  considered  harvested  acreage  and  the  pro¬ 
duction  thereof  in  terms  of  grain  shall  be 
appraised  in  accordance  with  regulations 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary  and  such  pro¬ 
duction  included  in  the  actual  production 
of  wheat  on  the  farm.  The  acreage  planted 
to  wheat  on  a  farm  shall  include  all  acreage 
planted  to  wheat  for  any  purpose  and  self- 
seeded  (volunteer)  wheat,  but  shall  not  in¬ 
clude  any  acreage  that  is  disposed  of  prior 
to  harvest  in  accordance  with  regulations 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary.” 

(b)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of 
item  (2)  of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh 
Congress,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1340(2)), 
the  rate  of  penalty  on  wheat  of  the  1960  and 
1961  crops  shall  be  65  per  centum  of  the 
parity  price  per  bushel  of  wheat  as  of  May  1 
of  the  calendar  year  in  which  the  crop  is 
harvested. 

(c)  In  lieu  of  the  provisions  of  item  (3) 
of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Congress, 
as  amended,  the  following  provisions  shall 
apply  to  the  1960  and  1961  crops  of  wheat: 

“(3)  The  farm  marketing  excess  for  wheat 
shall  be  regarded  as  available  for  marketing, 
and  the  penalty  and  the  storage  amount  or 
amounts  of  wheat  to  be  delivered  to  the. 
Secretary  shall  be  computed  upon  double 
the  normal  production  of  the  excess  acreage. 
If  the  farm  marketing  excess  so  computed 
is  adjusted  downward  on  the  basis  of  actual 
production  as  heretofore  provided  the  dif¬ 
ference  between  the  amount  of  the  penalty 
or  storage  computed  on  the  basis  of  double 
the  normal  production  and  as  computed  on 
actual  production  shall  be  returned  to  or 
allowed  the  producer  or  a'corresponding  ad¬ 
justment  made  in  the  amount’to  be  delivered 
to  the  Secretary  if  the  producer  elects  to 
make  such  delivery.  The  Secretary  shall 
issue  regulations  under  which  the  farm  mar¬ 
keting  excess  of  wheat  for  the  farm  shall  be 
stored  or  delivered  to  him.  Upon  failure  to 


store,  or  deliver  to  the  Secretary,  the  farm 
marketing  excess  within  such  time  as  may 
be  determined  under  regulations  prescribed 
by  the  Secretary  the  penalty  computed  as 
aforesaid  shall  be  paid  by  the  producer.  Any 
wheat  deliveredrto  the  Secretary  hereunder 
shall  become  the  property  of  the  United* 
States  and  shall  be  disposed  of  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  for  relief  purposes  in  the  United  States 
or  foreign  countries  or  in  such  other  man¬ 
ner  as  he  shall  determine  will  divert  it  from 
the  normal  channels  of  trade  and  com¬ 
merce.” 

(d)  Item  (7)  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-sev¬ 
enth  Congress,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1340(7) ) 
is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(7)  A  farm  marketing  quota  on  any  crop 
of  wheat  shall  not  be  applicable  to  any  farm 
on  which  the  acreage  planted  to  wheat  for 
such  crop  does  not  exceed  15  acres:  Provided, 
however,  That  a-  farm  marketing  quota  on 
the  1960  and  1961  crops  of  wheat  shall  be 
applicable  to  any  farm  on  which  the  acreage 
of  wheat  exceeds  the  smaller  of  (1)  12<acres 
or  (2)  the  highest  number  of  acres  planted 
to  wheat  on  the  farm  for  harvest  in  the  cal¬ 
endar  years' 1957, 1958,  or  1959.” 

Sec.  3.  Item  (12)  of  Public  Law  74,  Sev¬ 
enty-seventh  Congress,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C. 
1340(12))  shall  not  be  applicable  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  1960  and  1961  crops  of  wheat. 

Sec.  4.  The  Agriciiltural  Adjustment  Act  of 
1938,  as  amended,  is  amended  as  follows: 

(a)  Section  334  is  amended  by  inserting 
"(1)  ”  after  “(c)  ”  and  adding  a  new  subpara¬ 
graph  (2)  following  subparagraph  (c)  (1) 
to  read  as  follows  : 

“(2)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  law,  each  old  or  new  farm  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  forlhe  1960  and  1961  crops  of  wheat  as 
determined  on  the  basis  of  a  minimum  na¬ 
tional  acreage  allotment  of  fifty-five  million 
acres  shall  be  reduced  by  25  per  centum.  In 
the- event  notices  of  farm  acreage  allotments 
for  the  1960  crop  of  wheat  have  been  mailed 
to  farm  operators  prior  to  the  effective  date 
of  this  subparagraph  (2)  new  notices  show¬ 
ing  the  required  reduction  shall  be  mailed 
to  farm  operators  as  soon  as  practicable. ”, 

(b)  Section  334  is  further  amended  by  in¬ 
serting  a  new  paragraph  (d)  between  para¬ 
graphs  (c)  and  (e)  to  read  as  follows: 

"(d)  For.  the  purposes  of  paragraphs  (a), 
(b),  and  (c)  of  this  section  any  farm  on 
which  the  farm  marketing  excess  is  adjusted 
to  zero  because  of  underproduction  pursuant 
to  applicable  provisions  of  law  shall  be  re¬ 
garded  as  a  farm  on  which  the  entire  amount 
of  the  farm  marketing  excess  has  been  deliv¬ 
ered  to  the  Secretary  or  stored  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  applicable  regulations  to  avoid  or 
postpone  the  payment  of  the  penalty.” 

(c)  Subsection  (f)  of  section  335  is 

amended  by  striking  out  the  semicolon  at  the 
end  of  item  (1)  and  adding  “and  shall  not 
apply  to  other  farms  with  respect  to  the  1960 
and  1961  crops;”.  • 

(d)  Section  335  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

“Sec.  336.  Between  the  date  of  issuance  of 
any  proclamation  of'  any  national  marketing 
quota  for  wheat  and  July  25  of  the  year  in 
which  the  proclamation  is  made  the  Secre¬ 
tary  shall  conduct  a  referendum  by  secret 
ballot  to  determine  whether  farmers  favor  or 
oppose  such  quota.  Farmers  eligible  to  vote 
in  such  referendum  shall  be  producers  on 
farms  with  respect  to  which  a  wheat  allot¬ 
ment  has  been  established  pursuant  to  the 
provisions  of  this  Act  for  the  crop  of  wheat 
normally  harvested  in  the  calendar  year  in 
which  the  referendum  is  held  and  who  have 
complied  with  such  acreage  allotment.  If 
the  Secretary  determines  that  more  than 
one-third  of  the  farmers  voting  in  the  refer¬ 
endum  oppose  such  quota  he  shall  prior  to 
the  effective  date  of  such  quota  by  procla¬ 
mation  suspend  the  operation  of  the  national 
marketing  quotas  with  respect  to  wheat.” 

(e)  Section  362  is  amended  by  deleting  the 
second  sentence  thereof. 


June  12 

Sec.  5.  Subsections  (b)  and  (c)  of  section 
335  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 
1938,  as  amended,  are  hereby  repealed  and 
subsection  (d)  of  said  section  is  repealed 
effective  beginning  with  the  1960  crop  of 
wheat. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  Senate  disagree  to  the 
amendment  of  the  House,  agree  to  the 
request  of  the  House  for  a  conference, 
and  that  the  Chair  appoint  conferees  on 
the  part  of  the  Senate. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Presiding  Officer  appointed  Mr.  Ellen- 
der,  Mr.  Johnston  of  South  Carolina, 
Mr.  Holland,  Mr.  Humphrey,  Mr.  Aiken, 
Mr.  Young  of  North  Dakota,  and  Mr. 
Mundt  conferees  on  the  part  of  the 
Senate. 


THE  WHEAT  BILL 

During  the  delivery  of  Mr.  Mon- 
roney’s  remarks, 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  I  may  yield 
to  my  distinguished  colleague  without 
losing  my  right  to  the  floor,  with  the  un¬ 
derstanding  that  his.  remarks  will  be 
printed  in  the  Record  following  mine. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  Oklahoma?  The  Chair  hears 
none,  and  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  the 
message  just  received  by  the  Senate  ad¬ 
vises  us  that  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  passed  the  so-called  wheat  bill.  I 
should  like  to  have  my  colleagues  in  the 
Senate  note  that  the  Members  of  the 
House  by  a  vote  of  188  to  177  adopted  a 
bill  which  will  do  four  things  which  are 
certainly  needed,  in  the  light  of  the 
present  circumstances  relating  to  agri¬ 
culture  and  the  current  agricultural  pro¬ 
gram. 

First,  the  House  passed  a  bill  which 
will  reestablish  the  yardstick  of  90  per¬ 
cent  of  parity  for  agricultural  products, 
in  the  instance  of  wheat,  thereby  assur¬ 
ing  the  farm  producer  of  wheat  a  fair 
price  on  his  production.  This  will  give 
the  farmer  a  fair  income. 

Second,  the  House  provided  for  a  cut¬ 
back  of  production  by  passing  the  bill. 
In  other  words,  if  the  bill  passed  by  the 
other  body  is  made  law  it  will  have  a  defi¬ 
nite  effect  in  cutting  back  the  tremen¬ 
dous  production  of  wheat.  The  bill 
passed  by  the  other  body  provides  80 
percent  of  parity,  if  a  farmer  takes  a  25- 
percent  decrease  or  cut  in  allotted  acre¬ 
age.  This  will  mean  a  reduction  in  pro¬ 
duction. 

Third,  enactment  of  the  bill  will  re¬ 
duce  surpluses,  which  hang  heavily  over 
the  market  today  with  a  price  depressing 
effect,  because  with  the  25-percent  acre¬ 
age  cut  there  will  be  a  one-third  pay¬ 
ment  in  kind  from  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  stocks  to  the  farmers 
who  cooperate  under  the  tremendous 
acreage  reduction.  That  ope-third 
payment  in  kind  will  come  from  the  sur¬ 
plus  wheat  w’hich  has  been  accumulated 
in  Government  storage  bins.  This  will 
tend  to  reduce  the  storage  costs  by  feed¬ 
ing  the  wheat  back  onto  the  farms,  for 
use  by  the  farmer  in  feeding  his  livestock 
or  feeding  his  poultry  and  fowl. 
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Fourth,  the  bill,  if  enacted  into  law, 
will  provide  savings  for  the  taxpayer.  It 
will  result  in  savings  because  there  will 
be  less  wheat  going  into  storage.  It  will 
result  in  savings  because  the  storage 
costs  will  be  cut  down  on  the  already 
accumulated  surpluses.  It  will  result  in 
savings  because  it  will  provide  either  no 
further  increase  or  only  a  limited  in¬ 
crease  in  the  accumulation  of  new  sup¬ 
plies. 

Mr.  President,  I  think  we  owe  a  debt 
of  gratitude  to  meri  such  as  Representa¬ 
tive  Albert,  for  his  leadership  in  this 
effort;  Representative  George  Mc¬ 
Govern,  of  South  Dakota,  who  I  under¬ 
stand  took  a  very  effective  leadership 
part;  Representative  Anderson,  of  Mon¬ 
tana;  Representative  Burdick,  of  North 
Dakota;  and  Representative  Breeding, 
of  Kansas,  to  mention  only  a  few. 

These  are  Members  of  Congress  with 
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try  as  a  result  of  the  rather  prolonged 
hearings  on  the  nomination  of  Admiral 
Strauss  are  evidence  of  the  need  for  a 
\  repeated,  clear  statement  of  the  Senate’s 
j  responsibility,  under  the  constitutional 
J  instruction  regarding  advice  and  con¬ 
sent. 

The  assumption  has  arisen  that  the 
President  has  an  almost  exclusive  re¬ 
sponsibility  in  regard  to  administra- 
]  tive  appointments,  and  that  failure, 
]  upon  the  part  of  the  Senate,  to  sup- 
]  port  the  nominations  by  confirmation  is 
I  an  affront  to  the  President. 

That  assumption  is  not  warranted  by 
1  a  careful  reading  of  the  Constitution. 
It  is  not  warranted  by  a  careful  reading 
of  the  debate  which  preceded  the  adop¬ 
tion  of  this  particular  section  of  the 
Constitution.  Certainly  it  is  not  war¬ 
ranted  by  the  traditions  and  practices 
which  have  developed  since  the  Con- 


vision  and  with  courage,  who  were  will-  Nstitution  was  adopted. 
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ing  to  fight  the  good  fight  to  give  farm¬ 
ers  a  fair  chance  in  the  marketplace  and 
to  protect  the  interests  of  the  taxpayers, 
by  reducing  the  tremendous  flow  of  pro- 
ductionTo  manageable  proportions. 

I  am  hopeful  the  Senate  conferees,  if 
we  go  to  conference  on  the  bill,  will  find 
it  possible  to  agree  with  the  House  ac¬ 
tion.  I  shall  do  my  best  to  encourage 
such  a  conclusion. 

If  we  do  not  vgo  to  conference  and  if 
there  is  to  be  independent  action  in  the 
Senate  on  the  bill  passed  by  the  House, 
I  hope  we  will  adopt  those  provisions. 
There  are  minor  adjustments  which  can 
be  made.  There  were  certain  provisions 
in  the  Senate  bill  which  were  verjr  good, 
such  as  the  cutting  off  of  support  prices 
and  supports  for  noncompliance  pro¬ 
ducers,  those  who  do  not  comply  with 
the  regulations. 

I  am  hopeful  that  som^  of  the  other 
limitations  of  the  Senate  bill  will  be 
agreed  to. 

This  is  a  great  day  for  agriculture, 
Mr.  President,  if  we  will  follow  the  gen¬ 
eral  pattern  and  direction  laid  down  by 
the  action  of  the  other  House.  I,  for 
one,  want  to  compliment  the  majority 
in  that  House  for  its  action. 

I  thank  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma, 
who  I  know  is  keenly  interested  in  the 
entire  farm  problem,  because  of  tremen¬ 
dous  farm  production  of  the  great  State 
of  Oklahoma,  for  yielding  to  me. 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  I  thank  my  distin- 
guished  colleague. 

NOMINATION  OF  LEWIS  L.,  STRAUSS 

TO  BE  SECRETARY  OF  COM¬ 
MERCE  '  / 

The  Senate  resumed  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  nomination  of  /Lewis  L. 
Strauss  to  be  Secretary  of  -Commerce. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  Mr.  .President,  I 
should  like  to  make  it  clear  at  the  be¬ 
ginning  of  my  address  that  my  primary 
concern  is  not  so  much  with  the  per¬ 
sonal  qualifications  of/Mr.  Strauss,  but, 
rather,  with  the  larger  question  of  the 
responsibility  of  the  Senate  in  passing 
upon  nominations  for  Cabinet  officers 
and  other  innfortant  administrative 
ppsitions.  /  ‘ 

Some  of  tide  reactions  in  the  press 
and  also  among  the  people  of  the  coun- 


Withholding  consent  should  not  be 
considered  an  affront  to  the  President 
any  more  than  veto  action  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent  should  be  considered  an  affront  to 
the  Cdngress.  The  President  has  a  right 
to  veto  legislation  which  has  been  passed 
by  the  Congress,  and  if  he  determines 
that  it  should  be  done,  he  has  a  duty  t< 
do  so.  In  the  same  way,  the  Senate  has 
a  positive  duty  to  give  its  assent/  to 
nominations  if  it  feels  they  are  in'  the 
public  interest/  It  has  the  right  and 
the  duty  to  withhold  such  app/oval  if 
the  facts  justify  such  action. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr,  Presidei)f,  will  the 
Senator  yield  briefly’ 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  lyielj/ to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Pennsylvania! 

Mr.  CLARK.  I  am  lihich  interested 
in  the  point  the  Senator  'is  making.  In 
the  course  of  tiying  t</mak'e  up  my  mind 
as  to  how  to  vote  yon  thisNquestion,  I 
have  listened  to  distinguished.  Senators 
who  take  the  position  that  if  this  nomi¬ 
nee  is  rejected,  it  will  be  a  body  blow  to 
the  President  Jit  a  time  when  ouninter- 
national  relations  are  in  some  difficulty, 
when  the  President  needs  all  the  pres¬ 
tige  he  can  get,  when  everybody  ought 
to  rally- around  the  President,  in  view 
the  happenings  at  Geneva  and  the  pos-' 
sibilitv'  of  a  summit  conference. 

I  wonder'  if  my  friend  will  elaborate 
a  little  on  the  view  that  rejection  of  this 
ination,  if  it  should  come,  would 
t  little,  if  any,,  effect  on  the  Presi- 
’s  stature,  not  only  as  our  Com¬ 
mander  in  Chief,  but  as  our  Chief  Ex¬ 
ecutive  in  charge  of  the  day-to-day  con¬ 
duct  of  foreign  relations. 

Mr.  McCarthy.  May  I  say  to  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  that  the  action  taken  by  the  Sen¬ 
ate  in  confirming  the  nomination  of 
Christian  Herter-to  be  Secretary  of  State 
did  involve,  I  think,  this  very  point;  but, 
wisely,  the  President  sent  to  the  Senate 
the  name  of  a  man  in  whom  the  Senate 
had  confidence  and  one  on  whom  we 
counted  and  trusted  to  carry  out  prop¬ 
erly  the  duties  of  the  Office  of  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  State. 

In  terms  of  the  President’s  prestige  at 
a  summit  conference,  assuming  there 
will  be  one,  I  would  say  there  is  about 
as  much  significance  in  suggesting  that 
the  President  will  suffer  as  a  result  of 
the  rejection  of  the  nomination,  as 


there  is  that  the  Department  of  Defense’ 
will  collapse  if  the  Senate  supports  the 
Senator  from  Maine  [Mrs.  Smith]  inher 
opposition  to  the  promotion  of  Gerferal 
“Rosie”  O’Donnell.  I  think  the/cases 
are  roughly  comparable  as  for  as  influ¬ 
ence  on  the  summit  goes.  / 

If  those  who  are  concerned,*  about  the 
loss  of  prestige  of  -  the  President  will 
look  at  the  record,  they  will  find  that 
the  Senate  has  never  beph  particularly 
sensitive  on  this  score  jn  other  admin¬ 
istrations.  I  would  say  the  members  of 
the  opposition  party  have  a  very  special 
kind  of  responsibility  in  this  area,  al¬ 
though,  of  course,  the  responsibility 
rests  upon  the  whole  Senate.  If  in  the 
past  the  Senate  has  sometimes  used  its 
power  in  an  arbitrary  manner,  or  in  a 
partisan  manner,  it  is  to  be  regretted, 
just  as  arbitrary  vetoes -on  the  part  of 
the  President  are  to  be  regretted.  The 
fact  that  there  have  been  arbitrary 
vetoes /is  no  argument  for  withholding 
the  y4to  power  or  for  withdrawing  it 
from  the  President. 

President,  the  growth  of  Govern¬ 
ment  and  the  changes,  within  Govern - 
lent  have  resulted  in'  new  problems, 
new  relationships,  and  fcorresponding 
new  responsibilities  which  were  quite 
unknown  in  1787.  The  present  contro¬ 
versy  has  been  accepted  by  some  as 
simply  the  inevitable  conflict  between 
the  legislative  branch  and  the  executive. 
Certainly  this  is  one  aspect  of  the  prob¬ 
lem,  but  more  important,  I  believe,  is 
the  changing  role  of  Cabinet  officers  and 
high  administrative  officials,  especially 
those  in  the  independent,  regulatory 
commissions. 

Cabinet  officers  have  become  much 
more  than  advisers  to  the  President  and 
administrators  of  clearly  stated  laws  of 
limited  application.  This  has  been  es¬ 
pecially  true  under  the  present  admin¬ 
istration.  They  have  been  delegated 
.  powers  by  the  Congress  and  by  the  Pres¬ 
ident  which  provide  for  discretionary 
authority  in  the  use  and  interpretation 
of  the  laws.  They  do  exercise  executive 
power,  but  also  a  great  measure  of  legis¬ 
lative  and  even  judicial  power. 

It  is  therefore  vitally  important  that 
Sjhe  men  in  charge  of  these  high  offices 
responsive  to  the  will  of  the  Congress, 
aSywell  as  to  the  intent  of  the  President, 
as  \hey  interpret  and  apply  the  law, 
taking  into  account  not  only  the  posi¬ 
tion  oi  the  administration  in  power,  but . 
also  tlmt  of  the  Congress  which  passed 
the  lawsy whidh  they  are  charged  with 
executingy>r  enforcing. 

The  vetoVower  is  to  be  exercised  only 
at  the  time  a.  bill  is  before  the  President 
for  signatureX  We  do  not  give  each  new 
President  the  ffeht  to  veto  laws  which 
have  been  passeXby  previous  Congresses 
and  approved  byXprevious  Presidents. 

The  qualifications  of  administrative 
officials  must  therefore  include  much 
more  than  good  character,  good  inten¬ 
tions,  intellectual  capacity  for  the  office, 
and  loyalty  to  the  President. 

In  the  course  of  this  debate  one  is  al¬ 
most  forced  to  conclude  that  if  the  Presi¬ 
dent  sends  to  the  Senate  they name  of  a 
man  who  has  FBI  clearance  and  a  med¬ 
ical  certificate  the  Senate  ought  to  ap¬ 
prove  the  nomination  at  once.  Certainly 
much  more  than  that  is  called  fort 
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It  is  vitally  important  that  adminis¬ 
trative  officials  also  understand  their  re¬ 
lationship  to  the  Congress;  that  they  be 
aware  of  the  changes  which  have  taken 
place  in  our  Government;  that  they  be 
concerned  to  make  government  truly 
representative  and  responsible;  that 
they  show  a  willingness  and  determina¬ 
tion  to  cooperate  with  the  Congress,  and, 
to  the  best  of  their  ability  and  under¬ 
standing,  to  carry  out  the  intent  of  Con¬ 
gress  in  order  that  the  purpose  of  repre¬ 
sentative  government  may  be  achieved 
in  the  fullest  possible  measure. 

It  is  this  new  role  of  Cabinet  officers 
which  requires  careful  and,  if  necessary, 
prolonged  inquiry  on  the  part  of  Sena¬ 
tors  who  must  judge  the  qualifications  of 
nominees  of  the  President.  The  official 
actions  of  these  officers  of  Departments 
such  as  Agriculture  and  Commerce  have 
direct  and  significant  effects  upon  the  \  tor  from  Pennsylvania. 


among  the  powers  shared  haS  been  control  of 
the  executive  departments. 

A  few  lines  later,  Mr.  Neustadt  states; 

The  Constitution,  on  its  face,  gives  Con¬ 
gress  no  less  power  than  the  President  to 
supervise  administration,  and  the  power  has 
been  used  as  opportunity  afforded.  From 
1789,  when  the  first  executive  departments 
were  created  by  act  of  the  First  Congress, 
authority  to  organize  departments  and  to 
legislate  what  they  should  do,  to  furnish 
funds  to  do  it,  to  investigate  its  doing,  and 
to  confirm  appointees  has  made  Congress 
a  partner  with  the  President — and  some¬ 
times  the  senior  partner — in  controlling  his 
executive  establishment. 

Department  heads  who  sit  in  Cabinet  with 
the  President  are  compelled,  constitutionally, 
to  serve  two  masters;  he  is  only  one  of  them. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  I  yield  to  the  Sena- 


rights  and  welfare  of  citizens  of  the 
Unifed  States.  In  many  cases  the  liveli¬ 
hood  of  citizens,  their  economic  well-be¬ 
ing,  depends  upon  the  exercise  of  the  dis¬ 
cretionary  power  of  these  officers  in  in¬ 
terpreting  and  applying  the  laws. 

Mr.  President,  much  has  been  said 
about  separation  of  powers  in  relation 
to  the  current  hearings  on  the  appoint¬ 
ment  of  ambassadors  and  in  the  pro¬ 
posed  appointment  of  Lewis  Strauss  to 
be  Secretary  of  Commerce.  Actually, 
the  controversy  is  not  over  separation 
of  powers,  at  all.  When  the  executive 
branch  of  the  Government  is  carrying 
out  its  truly  executive  functions,  it  is 
rarely,  if  ever,  in  conflict  with  Congress, 
because  neither  the  Congress  nor  the 
courts  have  the  personnel  or  institu¬ 
tions  for  the  administration  of  the  laws 
of  the  country. 

The  real  question  is  not  separation  of 
powers,  but  balance  of  powers  between 
Congress  and  the  President  in  the  field 
of  policymaking.  In  part  the  difficulty  is 
institutional,  the  result  of  historic 
changes  which  have  taken  place  par¬ 
ticularly  within  the  last  50  years,  and  in 
part  it  is  the  result  of  the  particular 
kind  of  administration  which  now  con¬ 
trols  the  executive  branch  of  our  Gov¬ 
ernment. 

Often  the  administration’s  decisions 
have  involved  questions  of  policy  of 
either  a  legislative;  or  judicial  char¬ 
acter. 

Mr.  President,  the  dual  position 
members  of  the  Cabinet  is  well  expres/ed 
and  described  by  Prof.  Richard  I<feu- 
stadt,  now  an  associate  professor  of  gov¬ 
ernment  at  Columbia  University/and  at 
one  time  on  the  White  House  sfaff  dur¬ 
ing  President  Truman’s  administration. 
In  the  current  issue  of  the  Reporter, 
June  11,  1959,  Mr.  Neustadt  reviews  a 
new  book,  “The  President’s  Cabinet,’* 
by  Richard  Penno.  Jn  the  review  he 
observes : 

The  Constitutional  Convention  is  sup¬ 
posed  to  have  established  a  government  of 
separated  powers,  /x  did  nothing  of  the  sort. 


Rather,  it  create; 
institutions  sh; 


\  Mr.  CLARK.  I  am  interested  in  the 
point  the  Senator  is  making.  I  wonder 
whether  the  thought  that  Cabinet  offi- 
cers  serve  two  masters  could  not,  per¬ 
haps,  be  pushed  a  little  too  far.  Is  it 
not  true  that  the  primary  loyalty  of  a 
Cabinet  officer  should  be  to  the  Presi- 


voted  to  confirm  the  nomination  of  the 
present  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  know¬ 
ing  full  well  that  he  was  a  conservative-,, 
who  espoused  economic  views  which  t 
consider  obsolete,  and  one  who  looked, fit 
the  American  economy  with  a  view 
which  I  thought  did  not  give  the' true 
picture.  _  / 

And  yet  it  seemed  to  me  then  that  I 
was  pretty  much  duty  bound  to  vote  for 
the  confirmation  of  his  nomination. 
Perhaps  my  vote  was  due  to'the  fact  that 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  is  a  very 
likable  and  attractive  gentleman,  a  very 
candid  gentleman,  a  gentleman  who,  so 
far  as  I  know — although  I  disagree  with 
him  rather  thoroughly — has  never  at¬ 
tempted  to  hold  back  information  from 
the  Congress.  Would  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  go  sd  far  as  to  say,  in  view  of 
his  views  and  mine,  that  if  Mr.  Ander¬ 
son’s  nomination  were  before  the  Sen¬ 
ate  for  confirmation  today,  feeling  as 
we  do  about  his  economic  views,  we 
should/vote  against  confirmation? 

Met  MCCARTHY.  No;  I  would  not, 
a.nd/  for  several  reasons.  In  the  first 
Place,  I  have  been  a  member  of  commit¬ 
tees  before  which  Secretary  Anderson 


dent,  whokappoints  him,  rather  than  to /has  testified.  There  was  never  any  ques- 
the  Congress,  since  the  House  has  noth,/  tion  that  he  was  telling  us  what  to  do. 
ing  to  do  with  the  confirmation  of  his  He  was  answering  the  questions  we  put 
nomination  ariql  the  Senate  simply  gives  to  him.  So  far  as  I  know,  he  has  never 


a  government  of  separated 
ing  powers.  President  and 
Congress  werpk  made  independent  of  each 
other,  and  their  separateness  has  been  main¬ 
tained  frorn  then  to  now  by  their  reliance 
upon  differing  electorates.  But  by  delib- 
sn,  both  Capitol  and  White  House 
share — and  do  share — the  govern- 
powers  of  the  other.  And  chief 


its  advice  and  ednsent?  '  / 

In  other  words\to  rephrase  th/ ques¬ 
tion,  Does  the  Congress  have  any  legiti¬ 
mate  control  over  the  philosophy  of  a 
member  of  the  Cabinet?  j/happen  to 
disagree  violently  with,  practically  the 
entire  political  philosophy  of  Admiral 
Strauss,  but  it  does  not/eem  to  me  this 
is  a  justification  for  voting-- against  the 
confirmation  of  his  nomination.  I  won¬ 
der  what  my  friend  would  say'-fo  say? 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  If  AdmfralxStrauss 
as  Secretary  of/Commerce  were\to  be 
called  upon  simply  to  carry  out  and  to 
administer  t!>e  laws  as  interpreted  byS£he 
President,  in  other  words,  to  be  an 
ecutive  officer  for  the  President,  I  woull 
say  his  political  philosophy  would  have' 
little  bearing  upon  whether  the  nomina¬ 
tion  should  be  confirmed.  The  point  is 
that;  as  Secretary  of  Commerce,  he  will 
b^/called  upon  to  make  many  decisions 
policy,  first  of  all  because  of  the  very 
lature  of  the  job  itself,  and,  -secondly, 
because,  as  I  said,  under  this  adminis¬ 
tration,  I  think,  there  has  been  more 
delegation  of  powers  and  responsibilities 
on  the  part  of  the  President  than  there 
has  been  under  any  recent  previous  ad¬ 
ministration.  As  one  man  observed, 
“The  President  does  not  delegate,  he  just 
turns  it  loose.” 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  McCarthy.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CLARK.  The  Senator  will  under¬ 
stand  that  the  inquiries  I  make  are  in 
the  most  friendly  possible  background 
and  that  I  am  really  seeking  informa¬ 
tion. 

The  Senator  and  I  happen  to  agree 
pretty  thoroughly — I  observe  the  Senator 
from  Oklahoma  [Mr.-  Monroney]  is 
present  on  the  floor,  and  I  think  he  also 
agrees — that  the  present  high  interest 
rate  policy  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Treas¬ 
ury  is  not  only  wrong  but  it  is  pretty 
nearly  catastrophic  to  the  economy.  I 


invoked  the  privilege  of  executive  se¬ 
crecy,  and  he  has  never  spoken  about 
this  subject  in  the  way  which  Admiral 
Strauss  has  spoken.  As  will  be  noted 
from  a  reading  of  the  testimony,  Mr. 
Strauss  went  so  far  as  to  say,  in  one  in¬ 
stance  when  he  was  being  pressed  for  in¬ 
formation,  that  even  though  the  At¬ 
torney  General  told  him  that  he  had  no 
basis  for  executive  privilege,  he  would 
himself  reserve  judgment  as  to  whether 
information  should  be  revealed  to  the 
committee. 

Also,  with  regard  to  the  Dixon-Yates 
contract,  after  the  President  had  said, 
“This  is  an  open  book,”  Mr.  Strauss  evi¬ 
dently  concluded  that  this  statement  did 
not  apply  to  him.  At  least,  he  did  not 
pen  the  book. 

Mr.  CLARK.  I,  too,  was  gravely  con¬ 
cerned  by  that  passage  in  the  hearings. 
I  happened  to  read  it  only  this  morning, 
jtnd  i\  wondered  what  manner  of  man 
this  wa1^  who,  having  no  particular  com¬ 
petence  in  the  law,  who,  having  not  at¬ 
tended  any  higher  educational  institu¬ 
tion — and  this,  of  course,  I  do  not  hold 
against  himNat  all,  because  many  fine 
men  have  riseta  to  high  positions  in  the 
Government  without  the  benefit  of  a 
college  educatioV;  but  at  least  Mr. 
Strauss  had  no  formal  education  which 
would  particularly  Vualify  him  to  ex¬ 
press  opinions  and  acron  judgments  with 
respect  to  the  meaning\of  the  Constitu¬ 
tion  of  the  United  States^— should  follow 
the  course  of  action  referred  to  by  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota. 

Yet  here  was  a  man  who  riot  only  was 
entirely  willing  to  put  his  owrkinterpre- 
tation  on  the  Constitution  of  tne  United 
States  with  respect  to  the  questions  of 
separation  of  powers  and  executive  se¬ 
crecy,  but  who  actually  said  beforeythe 
committee  that  if  the  Attorney  Genial 
or  other  competent  counsel  advised 
him  that  he  could  take  a  particular 
course,  he  would  nonetheless  tend  to 
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adviser  on^tomic  energy  in  1953  and  served 
5  years  as  chairman  of  the  AEC. 

In  large  measure  the  development  of  the 
hydrogen  bomb,  the  free  world's  greatest 
deterrent  to  war\with  Russia,  can  be  credited 
to  the  tenacity  a’^d  the  wisdom  of  Admiral 
Strauss,  who  advised  President  Truman  to 
.go  ahead  with  the  project  when  others  held 
back.  Truman  valued  his  advice  and  in 
retrospect  wrote:  “You^  counsels  have  been 
invaluable.” 

During  that  controversy  Strauss’  oppon¬ 
ents  expressed  doubts  as  to  the  feasibility 
of  the  hydrogen  bomb,  \some  warned 
hysterically  that  the  bomb  haight  explode 
the  atmosphere,  erase  humanX.life  around 
the  globe,  and  blow  hunks  out  of^the  world. 
Strauss  commented:  “Extreme  Abatements 
are  not  warranted  by  the  facts  aX,  I  know 
them.”  The  project  proceeded.  Noj  fong 
afterwards  the  Russians  tested  5  thermo¬ 
nuclear  device  of  their  own. 

It  was  Strauss  who  conceived  the  ide£\of 
developing  a  detection  system  that  told  tr 
United  States  when  Russia  had  broken  intc 
the  realm  of  nuclear  weapons. 

~  Strauss  is  now  serving  a  recess  appoint¬ 
ment  as  Secretary  of  Commerce.  He  hap¬ 
pens  to  be,  among  other  things,  a  compe¬ 
tent  business  man.  A  majorHy  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  Commerce  Committee  have  given  him 
their  backing.  A  minority  have  repaid  his 
good  service  with  the  baseless  charge  that 
he  is  a  liar  and  lacks  integrity. 

If  Strauss’  appointment  is  rejected,  it  will 
be  a  triumph  for  the  art  of  smear. 


The  Honorable  Roland  V.  Libonati, 
Member  of  Congress 


EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 

OF 

HON.  JOHN  C.  KLUCZYNSKI 

OF  ILLINOIS 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday,  June  12,  1959 

Mr.  KLUCZYNSKI.  Mr.  Speaker, 
under  leave  to  extend  my  remarks  in  the 
Record,  I  include  a  resolution  adopted  at 
the  Cook  County  Council  meeting  of  the 
First  Division,  Department  of  Illinois, 
the  American  Legion,  paying  tribute  to 
the  Honorable  Roland  V.  Libonati,  for 
his,  untiring  efforts  in  behalf  of  the  vet¬ 
erans,  and  also  to  reiterate  their  love  and 
affection  for  him,  which  was  also  dis-, 
played  in  the  recent  issue  of  the  National 
La  Societe  des  40  Hommes  et  8  Chev/ux 
magazines.  * 

The  Honorable  Roland  V.  Libonati/  Mem¬ 
ber  of  Congress 

Whereas  the  Forty  and  Eight  mdional  or¬ 
ganization  in  its  recent  issue  of  their  na¬ 
tional  publication  has  seen  fit/o  pay  honor 
and  respect  to  a  great  Legion/aire,  the  Hon¬ 
orable  Roland  V.  Libonati, /or  his  untiring 
efforts  and  interest  in  th y  youth  program; 
and 

Whereas  La  Societe  dfes  40  Hommes  et  8 
Cheyaux  has  made  \x  a  practice  in  their 
monthly  publications  to  honor  outstanding 
veterans  who  have  served  not  only  the  Amer¬ 
ican  Legion,  but  /fther  organizations  in  the 
welfare  of  veterans;  and 

Whereas  a  group  of  members  of  the  Amer¬ 
ican  Legion  have  taken  notice  of  this  recent 
issue  of  the /rational  publication  of  the  Forty 
and  Eight /faying  respect  to  a  member  of  Fed¬ 
eral  Post/No.  437,  of  the  second  district,  first 
divisions  Department  of  Illinois,  feel  that 
this  publication  which  is  nationwide  should 
not  go  unnoticed,  and  for  this  reason  feel 


that  we  should  join  with  them  in  behalf  of 
the  American  Legion  to  reaffirm  our  love  for 
this  outstanding  veteran,  and  his  continuous 
interest  in  the  American  Legion  at  all  levels, 
and  more  particularly  in  the  child  welfare 
and  youth  programs,  for  which  he  -has  do¬ 
nated  a  most  precious  tract  of  land,  consist¬ 
ing  of  188  acres,  situated  in  Coloma,  Wis.,  for 
the  children  of  all  communities;  and 

Whereas  each  year,  through  this  generous 
idea,  born  in  the  mind  of  this  outstanding 
veteran,  many  blind  children,  including  both 
boys  and  girls,  spend  several  weeks  enjoying 
the  comforts  and  associations  of  nature,  and 
the  training  provided  through  this  great 
camp,  and  because  of  his  intense  interest  in 
children  and  the  child-welfare  program,  we 
request  that  the  entire  membership  of  Fed¬ 
eral  Post  and  first  division  join  in  the  senti¬ 
ments  of  paying  respect  and  honor  to  a  great 
veteran,  public  servant,  and  official  for  his- 
love  for  the  children  of  all  communities  in 
the  American  Legion;  and 

Whereas  the  Honorable  Roland  Victor 
Libonati,  for  36  years  a  member  of  Federal 
,_Post  No.  437  of  the  American  Legion,  has 
recently  been  elected  to  represent  the  people 
o\  the  Seventh  Illinois  Congressional  Dis¬ 
trict,  in  the  Congress  of  the  United  States; 
and 

WhVeas  Comrade  Libonati,  when  he  was, 
but  17Vears  of  age,  enlisted  in,  and  serve.! 
his  country  as  a  member  of  the  Armed 
Forces  of\the  United  States  during  World 
War  I,  and 'was  honorably  discharged  there¬ 
from  shortly  following  the  Armistice  of 
November  11,  X918,  as  a  lieutenant;  /nd 

Whereas  Comk^de  Libonati  also  sferved  the 
citizens  of  the  State  of  Hlinois,  a/  a  member 
of  its  house  of  representatives/m  the  57th, 
58th,  and  62d  sessidns,  and  a f  a  member  of 
its  senate  for  a  period  of  /1 6  years,  from 
1942  to  1958,  4  sessions  /f  which  service 
he  was  the  minority  whip,  and  during  his 
entire  period  of  servic/xn  such  assembly, 
demonstrated  his  inte/se  Interest  by  spon¬ 
soring  and  passing  legislation,  for  the  benefit 
of  veterans  and  th/solution  x/  their  prob¬ 
lems;  and  / 

Whereas  Comr/de  Libonati  fdvther  dem¬ 
onstrated  his  /nterest  in  the  children  of 
servicemen  and  other  youths,  by  founding 
and  building'  the  American  Boys  Camp  at 
Coloma,  VBfs.,  starting  in  1937  andVom- 
pleting  the  same  In  1948.  Many  improve¬ 
ments  have  been  added  since  by  sponsors 
and  friends.  He  made  it  available  to  tt 
Past  /fommanders  Club  of  the  American  Le-\ 
gionf  Each  year  800  children  attend  this 

ca>np. 

'The  superintendents  of  the  State  institu¬ 
tions  throughout  Illinois,  the  principals  of 
the  schools,  the  heads  of  the  relief  and 
charity  organizations  and  councils,  the 
judges  of  the  correctional  courts  and  boys’ 
homes,  and  the  Legion  posts  select  the  in¬ 
digent  handicapped  orphans  and  so-called 
underprivileged  and  exceptional  children  to 
attend  this  camp. 

The  funds  for  this  purpose  are  raised  by 
Legionnaires,  political  leaders  and  business¬ 
men,  together  with  ample  contributions  by 
the  Chicago  American,  a  metropolitan  news¬ 
paper  outstanding  in  its  support  of  the  Le¬ 
gion’s  Americanism  programs,  the  Woman’s 
Auxiliary  of  the  American  Legion,  the  Past 
Commanders  Club,  the  Past  Presidents  Club 
and  the  State  of  Illinois. 

This  Legion  program  of  child  welfare,  born 
of  his  mind  and  supplemented  with  action, 
is  one  of  the  outstanding  successful  efforts 
to  combat  child  delinquency  in  America, 
giving  even  so-called  incorrigibles  a  new 
hope  in  life. 

Comrade  Libonati  through  the  many  years 
of  his  respected  service  has  always  been  in 
the  forefront,  championing  the  rights  and 
privileges  of  “the  little  fellow,”  and  made 
many  powerful  enemies  doing  so,  without 
fear  of  the  consequences  to  himself. 


We  are  desirous  of  recording  our  high  ap¬ 
preciation  of  the  sterling  character  d nd 
accomplishments  of  our  distinguished  com¬ 
rade  through  this  testimonial  and,  thus,  the 
esteem  in  which  his  fellow  veteraiis  hold 
him.  We  wish  him  the  same  successful 
service  in  Congress  that  he  enjoyed  in  the 
State  assembly:  Now,  therefore., 'be  it 

Resolved,  That  the  members  of  Federal 
Post  No.  437,  in  regular  assembly  on  the 
19th  day  of  May  1959  do  hereby  commend 
this  outstanding  Legionnaire,  citizen,  and 
public  servant  for  his  interest  in  humane 
kindness,  the  American  Legion,  its  programs, 
and  for  his  constant-interest  for  God  and 
country,  we  adopt  the  above  resolution  for 
his  untiring  and  phselifish  efforts  in  behalf 
of  the  youth  of  our  country;  and  be  it 
further 

Resolved,  That  this  resolution  be  for¬ 
warded  to  the  second  district  council,  and 
forwarded  on  to  the  first  diivsion  council  for 
adoption  and  to  be  sent  to  the  Congress  of 
the  United  States  to  be  inserted  in  the 
Congressional  Record  to  display  to  all 
concerned. 

Herman  Helfer, 

Adjutant,  Federal  Post. 
Samuel  E.  Newet, 

Commander,  Federal  Post. 
This  resolution  was  adopted  at  a  regular 
meeting  of  the  second  district  council  held 
on  the  20th  day  of  May  1959. 

M.  Eugene  Farris, 

Adjutant,  Second  District. 

Joseph  P.  Sweeney, 

Commander,  Second  District. 

This  resolution  was  adopted  at  a  regular 
meeting  of  the  first  division  council  held 
on  Wednesday,  June  3,  1959. 

Donald  S.  Maciejewski, 
Adjutant,  First  Division. 

John  L.  Paukstis, 
Commander,  First  Division. 


The  Postmaster  General  Is  Commended 
for  Preventing  Obscene  Matter  From 
Going  Through  the  Mail 


EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 

of 

HON.  EDWARD  H.  REES 

OF  KANSAS 

.  IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  11, 1959 

REES  of  Kansas.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
join  hiillions  of  American  fathers  and 
mothers,  in  congratulating  Postmaster 
General  NSummerfield  on  his  forthright 
and  publifc  spirited  action  in  banning 
this  book,\called  “Lady  Chatterley’s 
Lover,”  from,  the  U.S.  mails.  This 
is  in  the  highest  tradition  of  the 
performances  bV  our  Postmasters  Gen¬ 
eral  of  their  lega}  duty  to  protect  the 
public  by  closing  our  great  postal  com¬ 
munications  system\o  peddlers  of  smut 
and  filth. 

I  have  devoted  much\of  my  time  and 
attention,  during  my  entire  service  in 
Congress,  to  the  maintenance  of  a  clean 
mail  postal  system.  To  me,  the  most 
significant  factor  in  the  Postmaster  Gen¬ 
eral’s  action  is  his  recognition  of  the 
underlying  principle  that  the  test  of  ob¬ 
scenity  in  matters  of  this  kind  is 
whether,  in  applying  “contemporary 
community  standards,”  the  dominant 
theme  as  a  whole  appeals  to  prurient  in¬ 
terests.  Few  if  any  Americans  would 
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want  to  acknowledge  that  the  moral 
standards  of  their  community  are  such 
as  to  condone  use  of  the  mails  to  distrib¬ 
ute  this  type  of\book.  The  subject  of 
the  Postmaster  General’s  ban  is  so  vile 
and  filthy— so  altogether  repulsive — as 
to  offend  the  sense  6f  decency  of  every 
right-thinking  American.  A  calculated 
appeal  to  immorality  of  this  kind  cannot 
be  glossed  over  and  made  less  lewd  by 
any  artistry  of  rhetoric  orprose.  It  is  a 
misuse  of  languages  towardXan  end  con¬ 
trary  to  all  the  finer  ideals  \nd  stand¬ 
ards  of  civilized  mankind. 

The  Postmaster  General  rk  to  be 
strongly  commended  for  his  alert  and 
effective  action  to  protect  the  puohc  by 
forestalling  this  latest  effort  to  openUhe 
mails  for  traffic  in  obscenity,  porno 
raphy,  and  other  illegal  matter.  Th\ 
book  not  only  should  be  excluded  fror 
the  mails;  it  should  be  banned  from 
newsstands,  stores,  and  all  other  places 
of  sale  or  distribution. 


Facts  About  Amendments  Which  Would 
Make  Wheat  Bill  Workable 


EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 

OP 

HON.  ALBERT  H.  QUIE 

OF  MINNESOTA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 
Friday,  June  12,  1959 

Mr.  QUIE.  Mr.  Speaker,  when  H.R. 
7246  was  before  the  House,  several 
Members,  including  myself,  were  not  al¬ 
lowed  to  present  our  views  on  our  amend¬ 
ments  to  this  important  legislation. 

At  this  time,  I  would  like  to  explain 
my  amendments  their  effect,  and  the 
reason  behind  them. 

As  a  member  of  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture,  I  have  devbted  a  great  deal 
of  thought  and  effort  on  the  subject  of 
wheat  legislation.  As  the  distinguished 
gentleman  from  North  Dakota  [Mr. 
Short]  and  I  pointed  out  in  our  addi¬ 
tional  minority  views,  this  bill  does  not 
provide  the  necessary  legislative  ma¬ 
chinery  to  either  implement  an  effective 
control  of  wheat  production  or  to  provide 
an  acceptable  choice  to  wheat  farmers 
in  the  national  referendum.  We  pointed 
out  what  we  considered  were,  and  are 
defects  in  this  legislation. 

These  defects  were  and  are: 

First.  That  a  25-percent  cut  in  acreage 
allotments  for  wheat,  when  coupled  with 
payments  in  kind,  simply  will  not  cut 
into  the  excess  availability  of  wheat  in 
the  market  place. 

Second.  That  the  provision  in  the  bill 
dealing  with  the  control  of  acreage  di¬ 
verted  from  wheat  was  not  effective. 

Third.  That  the  15-acre  marketing 
quota  exemption,  although  reduced  by 
the  bill,  leaves  in  effect  a  loophole  which 
has  caused  an  unwarranted  shift  of 
wheat  production  from  the  traditional 
wheat -producing  areas  to  other  less  effi¬ 
cient  areas  and  has  resulted  in  the  accu¬ 
mulation  of  some  600  million  bushels  of 
wheat  by  the  CCC. 

Fourth.  That  our  agricultural  history 
has  been  a  sad  testimonial  to  the  fact 


that  acreage  controls  alone  are  not  effec¬ 
tive  tools  in  controlling  production. 

Fifth.  That  the  alternative  of  50  per¬ 
cent  of  parity  price  supports  offered 
wheat  farmers  in  the  referendum  was 
offering  a  choice  of  price  supports  too 
low  for  our  wheat  farmers. 

And  sixth.  That  one  referendum  for 
the  2-year  period  would  be  sufficient. 

In  order  to  correct  what  I  sincerely 
felt  were  deficiencies  in  the  bill,  I  pre¬ 
pared  a  number  of  amendments,  some  of 
which  were  read  by  the  Clerk  and -sum¬ 
marily  voted  down  by  the  House  yester¬ 
day  without  the  opportunity  to  be  pre¬ 
sented  on  their  merits.  My  amendments 
were  designed  to  accomplish  the  follow¬ 
ing  purposes: 

First.  To  change  the  required  amount 
of  reduction  in  wheat  acreage  for  1960 
and  1961  from  25  percent  below  the  farm 
acreage  allotments  computed  under 
present  provisions  of  law  to  30  percent. 
The  most  optimistic  estimate  of  a  25- 
percent  cut  in  wheat  acreage  was  a  20- 
percent  cut  in  wheat  output.  Some  ex¬ 
perts  predicted  only  a  7-percent  cut  in 
wheat  output.  The  Department  of  Ag¬ 
riculture  predicted  that  wheat  output 
would  be  reduced  by  less  than  15  percent. 
In  order  to  do  a  really  effective  job  of 
cutting  production,  a  30 -percent  cut 
seemed  absolutely  necessary. 

Another  amendment  dealing  with  the 
payment-in-kind  section  was  designed  to 
allow  a  wheat  farmer  to  voluntarily  re¬ 
tire  all  his  wheat  acreage  allotment  in 
return  for  payments  in  kind  based  on 
one -third  of  his  actual  annual  produc¬ 
tion. 

However,  in  my  bill,  the  25  percent  cut 
required  by  the  bill  would  not  be  paid  in 
kind  because  such  payments  in  kind 
would  only  find  their  way  back  into  the 
marketplace  or  into  Government  stocks. 
This  is  true  due  to  the  fact  that  the 
market  can  only  absorb  an  estimated 
1.08  billion  bushels.  In  spite  of  reduc¬ 
tion  of  wheat  output  under  H.R.  7246, 
there  would  be  more  wheat  available 
on  the  market  than  could  be  consumed. 

Second.  To  prevent  the  use  of  the, 
acreage  diverted  for  wheat  for  raising 
other  agricultural  commodities  which 
would  create  further  problems,  the  next 
amendment  would  impose  marketing 
penalties  on  the  entire  wheat  production 
of  the  farm  if  any  crop  is  raised  on  the 
acreage  diverted  from  wheat  production, 
or  if  such  diverted  wheat  acreage  is  used 
for  grazing. 

This  amendment  would  deny  price  sup¬ 
ports  on  any  crop  produced  on  the  farm 
in  1960  and  1961,  if  a  wheat  farmer 
grows  a  price-supported  crop  on  the 
acreage  diverted  from  wheat  produc¬ 
tion.  This  would  impose  strict  cross¬ 
compliance  and  prevent  the  use  of  former 
wheat  acres  for  growing  other  crops. 

Third.  The  next  amendment  was  to  re¬ 
peal  the  15  acres  marketing  quota 
exemption  but  allow  all  farmers  the  right 
to  vote  in  the  national  referendum. 

Fourth.  Another  amendment  would 
direct  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to 
make  a  thorough  study  of  bushelage  al¬ 
lotment  for  wheat;  to  report  such  find¬ 
ings  and  recommendations  to  the  Con¬ 
gress  by  January  1,  1960.  At  this  late 
date,  bushelage  controls  could  not  be  im¬ 


plemented  in  this  legislation,  but  a 
thorough  study  by  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  seemed  to  be  in  order. 

Fifth.  Lastly,  to  offer  wheat  farmers  a 
choice  more  in  line  with  that  offered 
corn  farmers  last  fall,  this  amendment 
would  have  given  the  Secretary  discre¬ 
tion  to  set  the  choice  for  free  produc¬ 
tion  at  not  less  than  55  percent  of  parity, 
a  level  more  justly  related  to  feed  grains. 

In  conclusion,  I  regret  that  my  amend¬ 
ments  were  not  given  an  opportunity  for 
debate,  and  I  sincerely  hope  that  the. 
other  body  and  the  conferees  on  the  bill 
will  give  each  of  them  serious  considera¬ 
tion. 


Essays  by  Nebraska  High  School  Stu¬ 
dents  on  the  Value  of  Rural  Electrifi¬ 
cation 


EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 

OF 

HON.  GLENN  CUNNINGHAM 

OF  NEBRASKA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 
Friday,  June  12,  1959  ^ 

Mr.  CUNNINGHAM.  Mr.  Speaker, 
under  leave  to  extend  my  remarks  and 
include  material  in  the  Appendix,  I  sub¬ 
mit  four  winning  essays  by  Nebraska 
high  school  students  on  the  topic  of  the 
value  of  rural  electric  service  to  homes 
and  communities. 

This  contest  was  sponsored  by  the  Ne¬ 
braska  Rural  Electric  Association  in  co¬ 
operation  with  power  systems  in  the 
State.  These  essays  show  the  real  im¬ 
pact  of  electricity  in  rural  areas  over  the 
past  quarter  century.  I  commend  them 
to  my  colleagues: 

Essay  by  Suzanne  Hess,  15,  Gordon,  Nebr. 

Rural  electric  service  is  the  key  to  rural 
happiness  and  prosperity.  It’s  the  key  that 
unlocks  an  invisible  force  to  travel  from  the 
powerplant  to  our  homes  and  our  commu¬ 
nity  and  to  completely  change  our  lives  from 
that  of  our  forefathers. 

Rural  electric  service  has  helped  us  ad¬ 
vance  to  a  higher  standard  of  living.  It  has 
locked  the  door  from  a  life  that  wa$  a 
struggle  for  existence  to  a  life  where  we  can 
do'pur  jobs  better,  faster,  more  efficiently, 
and\s  making  us  happier  and  better  rural 
citizens  of  America  by  helping  us  to  make 
our  hopies  better  for  a  higher  standard  of 
living. 

I  am  oilSv  15,  but  the  imprint  of  the  days 
when  therekwas  no  rural  electricity  in  our 
community  IS  still  in  the  back  of  my  mind. 
The  old  pitcher  pump  in  the  kitchen,  the 
outdoor  plumbmg,  and  the  old  teakettle  we 
used  for  heatings  water  have  been  replaced 
with  water  pumpsyhot  water  heaters,  mod¬ 
ern  plumbing,  >and \lectric  appliances  of  all 
kinds.  Every  year  wXfind  new  uses  for  elec¬ 
tricity  and  its  many  servants. 

Rural  electric  service>has  made  a  real  dif¬ 
ference  in  the  life  of  ouv  family  and  com¬ 
munity  and  we  are  gratenil  for  it.  On  the 
farm  and  ranch,  electricil\  has  become  a 
very  important  part  in  the  planting,  irrigat¬ 
ing,  and  harvesting  of  the  crops;  the  raising 
and  feeding  of  livestock;  and  tm*  raising  and 
cooking  of  foods  for  our  own  existence. 

Rural  electric  service  has  savecNthe  lives 
of  many  a  small  new  born  calf  bj\sending 
electricity  for  heatlamps.  The  small,  new 
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lege  gradate,  has  an  especial  opportunity 
to  be  an  effective  witness  of  Christ  for  unity 
among  his  brethren. 

Throughout\this  entire  sermon  I  have  im¬ 
plicitly  called  for  a  most  active  life  of  the 
Intellect  for  onrv  in  this  fashion  can  you 
truly  be  a  witness\to  Christ.  To  fail  In  this 
would  equivalent! /.demonstrate  that  your 
Catholic  college  education  has  bpen  in  vain. 

In  conclusion,  theft.  we  note  that  since 
your  purpose  is  to  testify  to  Our  Lord  in  the 
fashion  of  a  Catholic  co^ge  graduate,  it  is 
to  be  expected  therefore  \hat  you  will  dis¬ 
tinguish  yourself  and  thusvyour  college  by 
the  excellence  of  the  careful,  and  constant 
discharge  of  the  duties  and  requirements  of 
your  citizenship  in  *the  city  of\God  and  in 
the  city  of  man.  America  deserves  your 
best;  nothing  less  is  worthy  of  Cmfist. 

Your  patriotism  will  be  marked,  by  in¬ 
telligent  comprehension  of  the  issues  and 
principles  as  well  as  the  circumstances  of 
the  times  that  so  brutishly  try  men’s  souls. 
Your  dedication  to  the  purposes  of  good  citi¬ 
zenship,  as  well  as  to  the  apostolate  of  yot 
Catholic  life,  will  require  you  to  give  your 
full  measure  of  support  and  intelligent  par¬ 
ticipation  in  the  various  and  diverse  com¬ 
munity  organizations  possible  to  you  ahd 
feasible  within  the  conditions  of  your  life. 

Above  all  else,  you  will  engage  in  your 
professional  life,  as  a  Catholic  college  grad¬ 
uate,  in  such  fashion  as  never  to  be  ashamed 
to  testify  to  Our  Lord,  nor  ever  to  cause 
shame  in  others  by  your  testimony. 

Yours  must  be  an  apostolate  of  intellec¬ 
tual  as  well  as  spiritual  excellence.  Nothing 
less  is  worthy  of  Christ,  your  companion.  Ex¬ 
cellence  is  all  you  are  and  in  what  you  do, 
excellence  of  integrity  as  well  as  of  accom¬ 
plishment,  will  be  your  testimony  of  the 
values  and  the  virtues  Christ  has  entrusted 
to  your  guardianship.  This  excellence  will 
induce  others  to  follow  you  and  thus  come 
to  know,  to  love  and  to  serve  Christ. 

Without  flinching,  without  compromise,  be 
loyal  to  God  and  country,  be  worthy  sons  of 
your  alma  mater. 


Obscenity  in  the  Mails  Is  Everybody’s 
Business 


EXTENSION  OP  REMARKS 

OP 

HON.  EUGENE  SILER 

OF  KENTUCKY 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OP  REPRESENTATIVES  , 

Friday,  June  12, 1959 

Mr.  SILER.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  a  recent 
edition  of  The  Pineville  (Ky./  Sun, 
there  appeared  a  reprinted  newspaper 
editorial  on  the  obscenity  racket  that  is 
now  flourishing  throughout / he  country 
by  using  our  U.S.  mail  for /Its  damaging 
purposes.  This  editorial/ well  explains 
that  the  restraint  of  this  racket  is  really 
everyone’s  business,  /ill  of  us  should  be 
interested  in  helping/ to  put  a  halter  on 
this  animal  before  it  rampages  any 
further  among  t he  teenagers  of  our 
country.  The  editorial  follows:' 

It  Can  Be  Stopped:  Says  The  Plant  City 
'(Fla.)  Courier 

A  $500  rn/lion.  a  year  mail  order  business 
in  obscenity  is  being  directed  at  the  Nation’s 
teenager/  according  to  Postmaster  General 
ArthuiySummerfield. 

The^  American  public,  if  it  wants  to,  can. 
destroy  this  business. 

According  to  postal  officials,  mail  order 
§alers  in  pornography  are  flooding  the 


mails  with  lewd  books,  films,  pictures,  slides, 
and  other  materials. 

If  a  citizen’s  home  is  Invaded  by  un¬ 
ordered  material,  all  he  has  to  do  is  com¬ 
plain  to  the  Post  Office  Department.  This 
can  be  done  by  mailing  or  taking  the  ob¬ 
jectionable  material  and  the  .envelope  it 
came  in,  with  a  signed  note  of  protest,  to 
the  local  postmaster. 

An  investigation  is  then  made  by  the  Post 
Office  Department’s  inspection  service.  If 
their  fihdings  justify  action  to  ban  the 
material  from  the  mails,  the  Department 
then  issues  such  an  order.  If  the  sender  of 
the  obscene  material  protests  the  ruling,  the 
matter  may  then  be  taken  to  the  nearest 
U.S.  District  Court  for  a  decision. 

Where  the  material  is  clearly  porno¬ 
graphic,  criminal  actioh  is  usually  taken  by 
the  local  prosecuting  authorities  with  the 
cooperation  of  the  Post  Office  Department. 
Convictions  in  such  cases  can  provide  both 
jail  sentences  and  fines  for  dealers  in  ob¬ 
scenity. 


Hstinguished  Belgian  Envoy  Ends  Long 
Career  in  United  States 

^EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 

OF 

\im.  JAMES  G.  FULTON 

OF  PENNSYLVANIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OP  REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday,  June  12, 195 

Mr.  FULTOInT.  Mr.  Speaker,  under 
leave  to  extend  nay  remarks  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord,  I  enclose  anVrticle/from  the  New 
York  Times  on  ou\  gpOd  friend  Baron 
Silvercruys : 

[Prom  the  New  Yorl/Tftnes,  June  3,  1959] 
Distinguished  Belgian  Envoy  Ends  Long 
Career  in  United 'States 

One  of  the  last  of  the  “old,  pros”  among 
Washington’s  diplomats,  BaroiX  Robert  Sil¬ 
vercruys,  Arpbassador  of  Belgium,  retired 
today. 

After  4lXrears  of  diplomatic  service,  includ¬ 
ing  nearly  16  as  Ambassador  to  thexUnited 
States, /he  went  to  the  White  House  at\ll:30 
a,.m.  to  say  goodby  to  President  Eisenhower. 

Later  the  baron  called  on  Chief  Justice  Bari 
W/trren.  In  the  next  few  days  he  will  bX 
arewell  to  many  others,  not  merely  official¬ 
ly,  but  as  a  friend. 

There  is  more  good  cheer  than  tears  about 
these  farewells.  One  reason  is  that  Ambas¬ 
sador  Silvercruys  is  known  to  official  Wash¬ 
ington  not  merely  for  his  experience  and  wis¬ 
dom,  for  punctilious  correctness  and  equi- 
site  entertaining,  but  also  for  his  gaiety  and 
wit.  -- 

Another  reason  is  that  he  is  not  really 
leaving.  After  a  summer  in  Nantucket, 
he  and  Mrs.  Silvercruys,  the  Mrs.  Rosemary 
Turner  McMahon,  widow  of  Senator  Brien 
McMahon,  of  Connecticut,  will  divide  their 
.  time  between  Washington  and  Brussels. 

“As  of  11:30  this  morning,  I  am  out  of  the 
diplomatic  service  and  of  official  life,”  Baron 
Silvercruys  said  today.  “I  shall  continue  the 
pursuit  of  happiness  in  private  life.  Al¬ 
though  lacking  diplomatic  immunity,  I  hope 
that  I  will  enjoy  immunity. 

“For  the  first  time  in  10  years  I  am  care- 
,  free,”  he  continued,  “and  I  plan  to  enjoy 
it.” 

PLANS  SOME  GOLFING 

He  said  he  planned  to  do  some  golfing 
and  fishing,  for  which  he  found  little  time 
during  his  years  in  Washington. 

Only  a  few  men  in  official  Washington  can 
look  back  on  careers  as  long  as  that  of  Am¬ 
bassador  Silvercruys.  One  of  them  is  Repre¬ 


sentative  Sam  Rayburn,  who  was  in  his, 
fourth  term  as  Congressman  from 
when  Baron  Silvercruys  arrived  in  Washir 
ton  as  an  embassy  attache  in  1918  and 
day  one  of  the  Ambassador’s  many 
on  Capitol  Hill. 

In  1918,  when  he  was  25  years  ol/,  Baron 
Silvercruys  had  his  first  diplomatic  assign¬ 
ment,  preparing  the  visit  to  the  U/fited  States 
of  King  Albert  and  Queen  Elizabeth  of  Bel¬ 
gium.  In  1959,  at  66,  he  had  his  last  big 
job,  arranging  the  visit  to  Aixis  country  of 
King  Baudouin  and  accompanying  the  King. 

In  between,  he  has  served  in  his  country’s 
Embassy  here  under  every  U.S.  Chief  Execu¬ 
tive  since  President  Wnson.  In  addition,  he 
served  as  chief  of  Mission  to  Canada  for  6 
years  and  has  hact  assignments  in  Britain 
and  China.  / 

A  member  of /lie  Ambassadors’  committee 
in  Washington/ that  prepared  the  North  At¬ 
lantic  Treaty/ he  signed  it  for  his  country  in 
1949.  / 

/GAVE  SMALL  LUNCHEONS 

One  of  the  few  big  receptions  he  gave  at 
his  embassy  was  the  one  for  King  Baudouin 
last  month.  But  he  gave  small  luncheons 
and:  dinners  several  times  a  week.  These  of¬ 
fered  a  gracious  setting  for  the  kind  of 
diplomacy  he  liked  best.  Diplomats  some¬ 
times  debated  whether  the  Belgian  Ambassa¬ 
dor  or  the  French  Ambassador  had  the  bet¬ 
ter  chef.  Most  chose  the  Belgian. 

Once  he  was  asked  what  he  would  do  if 
a  photographer  turned  up  to  photograph  his 
guests. 

“I  would  ask  him,”  the  Ambassador  is  said 
to  have  replied,  “why  he  was  preventing  me 
from  doing  my  job.” 

“When  I  look  back  over  my  years  in  Wash¬ 
ington,”  Ambassador  Silvercruys  said  today, 
“I  don’t  feel  gloomy  at  all.  I  think  we  have 
laid  the  foundation  for  what  may  be  called  a 
commonwealth  of  freedom.” 

He  spoke  of  the  evolution  of  European 
economic  unity  from  the  agreement  between 
Belgium,  the  Netherlands,  and  Luxembourg 
to  the  European  Common  Market.  He  also 
mentioned  the  growth  of  Western  military 
unity  from  the  five-power  treaty  signed  by 
Belgium,  '  the  Netherlands,  Luxembourg, 
Britain,  and  France  in  1948  to  the  North  At¬ 
lantic  Treaty  Organization. 

“I  am  of  good  cheer,”  he  said. 

“I  don’t  think  I  would  deplore  even  the 
failure  of  a  summit  meeting.  Failure  may 
be  more  to  the  Soviet  Union’s  disadvantage 
than  to  ours.” 


The  Wheat  Bill 


EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 

OF 

HON.  DON  L.  SHORT 

OF  NORTH  DAKOTA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday,  June  12,  1959 

Mr.  SHORT.  Mr.  Speaker,  yesterday 
when  the  House  had  under  consideration 
H.R.  7246,  I  was  very  disappointed  that 
my  colleague  the  gentleman  from  Min¬ 
nesota  [Mr.  QuieI  a  distinguished  and 
able  member  of  the  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture,  did  not  have  an  opportunity  to 
speak  in  support  of  the  amendments  he 
offered  to  the  bill.  The  gentleman  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  QuieI  and  I  had  given 
a  great  deal  of  thought  to  some  of  the 
shortcomings  of  the  legislation  under 
consideration  and  felt  very  strongly  that 
while  it  moved  in  the  right  direction,  it 
needed  some  further  revision.  I  would 
have  spoken  in  support  of  the  amend- 
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merits  offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  Quie]  had  there  been  an 
opportunity.  In  my  opinion,  it  is  indeed 
unfortunate  that  adequate  time  was  not 
given  to  the  consideration  of  legislation 
as  important  to  the  American  farmers  as 
this  wheat  bill. 


June  12 


Bishop  Wright’s  Commencement  Address 
at  Georgetown  University 


EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 

OF 

HON.  BARRATT  O’HARA 

OF  ILLINOIS 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday,  June  5,  1959 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Illinois.  Mr.  Speaker, 
for  the  delightful  reading  of  my  col¬ 
leagues  who  did  not  have  the  good  for¬ 
tune  to  attend  the  commencement  exer¬ 
cises  of  Georgetown  University  on  June 
8,  1959,  I  am  extending  my  remarks  to 
include  the  commencement  address  of 
the  most  Reverend  John  J.  Wright, 
bishop  of  Pittsburgh. 

I  have  never  known  an  audience  to 
respond  more  completely  and  sponta¬ 
neously  to  the  words  of  a  speaker  as  the 
vast  crowd  on  the  lawn  at  Georgetown, 
now  rippling  with  laughter  at  the  sallies 
of  an  exalted  dignitary  of  the  church 
whose  sense  of  humor  was  as  keen  as 
the  edge  of  a  razor,  now  raising  a  thun¬ 
der  of  applause  by  the  loudest  of  hand¬ 
clapping  when  the  tempo  of  the  oration 
changed  to  the  serious. 

Bishop  Wright’s  address  follows: 

Most  Reverend  Archbishop,  Reverend 
Father  President,  ladies  and  gentlemen,  let 
me  speak  for  all  those  honored  today  by 
honorary  degrees  our  word  of  tribute,  and 
congratulations  to  those  who  had  to  earn 
their  degrees. 

At  about  the  year  when  I  got  myself  grad¬ 
uated  from  Boston  College  there  was  a  popu¬ 
lar  song,  the  lyrics  of  which  promised  abid¬ 
ing  happiness,  unalloyed,  to  all  those  who 
would  remember  to  include  in  their  lives  “a 
little  kiss  each  morning,  a  little  kiss  each 
night."  '  '  ’  / 

The  advice  was  mildly  potty;  it  held  forth 
the  hope — -  / 

“We’ll  be  so  happy,  we’ll  always  Sing, 

If  we’ll  remember  one  little  tiding/ 

A  little  kiss  each  morning, 

A  little  kiss  each  night.”  / 

It  was  not  entirely  without  Realism.  It 
contemplated  some  of  the  sterher  possibili¬ 
ties  of  life:  / 

“Who  knows  if  sorrow  may  cause  us  tears. 

An  empty  cupboard,  a  ni£ht  of  fears? 

A  little  kiss  each  morning,  . 

A  little  kiss  each  night/’ 

Alafe,  the  advice  left  out  the  problems  of  a 
few  of  us,  who  hate  subsequently  managed, 
to  scrounge  out  qf  life  a  few  scraps  of  happi¬ 
ness  without.  £nd  undoubtedly  for  one  and 
all  it  was  a  slight  oversimplification  of  the 
difficulties  or  existence  in  the  postgraduate 
world.  However,  the  lyric  has  been  ringing 
in  my  br^fn  for  these  last  few  days,  so  I  de¬ 
cided  tlji&t  I  might  well. present  some  small 
counsel,  such  as  is  expected  on  these  occa- 
.  f\ by  echoing  at  least  a  bit  of  the  phras- 
ingy'of  the  lyrics  which  have  returned  to 
ant  me  after  these  almqst  three  decades. 
'For  one  and  all,  whatever  the  callings  or 
pursuits  to  which  we  will  henceforth  devote 


ourselves,  certain  signs  and  circumstances  of 
the  times  suggest  that  one  offer  some  more 
universally  applicable  counsel  than  the  lyrics 
that  I  have  recalled  to  you.  For  instance,  I 
beg  you,  as  you  set  forth  to  make  your  first 
million,  to  write  the  great  American  novel, 
to  save  the  world  from  communism,  or  to  be¬ 
come  the  Chief  Justice  of  the  United  States, 
I  ask  you  to  make  early  and  determined  plans 
to  include  in  your  busy  and  useful  lives  a 
little  leisure.  Before  the  scramble  becomes 
too  intense  and  too  involved,  I  ask  you  to  re¬ 
flect  on  some  of  the  sobering  statistics  which 
make  very  timely  the  recommendation  that 
you  make  provision  for  a  little  leisure.  We 
are  constantly  impressed  by  the  citations 
given  out  by  the  junior  chambers  of  com¬ 
merce,  by  all  manner  of  organizations  in  our 
so  intrepid  and  enthusiastic  activist  coun¬ 
try  as  to  the  tremendous  numbers  of  those 
who  make  their  fortunes  and  arrive  at  their 
osts  of  trust  in  church  and  state  before 
they  are,  oh,  say  40. 

iVask  you  to  check  some  of  the  insurance 
company  statistics  with  regard  to  those  who 
have\heir  fhjBt  coronary  before  they  are  40, 
and  f of.  the  same  reasons.  I  suggest  that  you 
dig  outNfrom  the  files  of  the  public  library 
an  article  which  appeared  in  the  Saturday 
Evening  Post  3  years  ago  which  paid  tribute, 
to  the  trernendous  numbers  of  American 
college  and  University  men  and  women  who 
arrived  very  early  in  life  and  were  buried/very 
shortly  later.  SAn  article  under  the/title, 
“The  Youngest  'Men  in  the  Cemetery” — a 
very  sobering  article.  And  I  suggesythat  you 
read  it  within  a  fewdays  of  graduation  week, 
before  you  become  '-involved  in/  what  may 
otherwise  deprive  you\unless  ypu  plan  care¬ 
fully,  of  a  little  leisure 

“What  is  this  life  if,  full'tof/fcare,  we  have  no 
time  to  stand  and  j^are? 

No  time  to  stand  bene/Cth\the  boughs  and 
stare  as  long  as  gneep  ^and  cows. 

No  time  to  see  in  broad  daylight,  streams 
full  of  stars,  like  skies  atyiight. 

No  time  to  turiM  at  beauty’s  'glance,  and 
watch  her /feet  how  they  can  dance. 
No  time  to  waft  till  her  mouth  c\n  enrich 
that  smile  her  eyes  began. 

A  poor  lifeythis  if,  full  of  care,  we  hftye  not 
timq/to  stand  and  stare.’ 

Closely  rela  ted  to  this  question  of  leisure 
in  the  .good  and  the  truly  useful  life  is  tke 
quesHon  of  the  important  place  of  mere  non' 
sense  in  the  life  of  the  educated  person.’ 
One  wonders  whether  a  saving  sense  of 
imor  would  not  provide  as  much  as  almost 
anything  else,  save  only  the  faith,  that  per¬ 
spective  needed  to  correct  some  of  these  grim 
extremes  of  our  sometimes  overly  earnest 
educational  and  professional  work. 

In  one  of  America’s  large  cities,  one  of  the 
very  largest,  suicide  turns  up  currently  as 
the  eighth  most  -frequent  cause  of  death. 
And  riie  statistics  reflecting  the  number  of 
suicides  among  the  well  educated  are  ex¬ 
ceedingly  sobering  indeed.  They  would  drive 
a  sensitive  'educator  to  suicide  himself. 
Such  a  situation  argues  many  lacks  and  many 
limitations  among  our  American  intellec¬ 
tuals,  but  it  argues  to  me  in  all  probability 
the  tragic  absence  of  a  sense  of  humor  in  the 
rest  of  one’s  educative  program  and  personal 
growth. 

There  is  a  deadly  earnestness  surrounding 
the  discussion  of  the  current  problem  of  the 
intellectual  life  of  America  and  the  intellec¬ 
tual  life  of  the  Catholic  Church,  a  deadly 
earnestness  which  suggests  that  knowledge 
and  information  may  be  on  the  increase  and 
wisdom  and  understanding  on  the  way  out. 

Education  that  leaves  no  time  for  nonsense 
is  no  education  at  all.  In  many  books  on 
American  education  which  are  flooding  the 
markets  presently  one  common  note  cuts 
across  all  differences  of  progressivism,  con¬ 
servatism,  liberalism,  aristocracy,  classicism, 
and  scientism.  It’s  the  appalling  absence  of 
any  trace  whatever  of  a  sense  of  humor. 


Typical  is  a  high-minded  report  I  have/in 
my  hands  which  is  entitled  “The  Pursuit  of 
Excellence— Education-  and  the  Future  of 
America.”  It  is  the  work  of  a  sober  group  of 
serious  thinkers  who  are  greatly  cjmcerned 
with  the  greatness  of  our  Nation;  its  pur¬ 
pose,  its  courage,  its  responsibility,  its  emi¬ 
nence,  to  quote  the  prefatory  note,  and  they 
amass  impressive  statistics  of  Ihe  work  hours 
needed  and  the  urge  of  application  required 
if  collegiate  and  university  education  is  to 
contribute  to  these  so  .praiseworthy  ends. 
But  one  asks,  as  he  turns  each  page,  why  is 
it  all  so  deadly  earnest?  What  has  become 
of  the  humanistic  touch  that  used  to  betray 
a  humane  preoccupation  and  that  revealed 
itself  in  an  occq^ional  irace  of  a  sense  of 
humor? 

Two  weeks  a^o  there  was  a  TV  panel  which 
brought  togymer  a  half  dozen  distinguished 
educators  from  all  over  the  country,  male 
and  femaht  and  they  talked  specifically  about 
the  education  of  American  university  women. 
Someone  asked  what  place  sheer  amusement 
playep  in  the  lives  of  their  campuses.  Two 
of  the  distinguished  educators  missed  the 
mt  of  the  question  entirely,  three  had  no 
5mment  to  make,  and  one  spoke  of  what  she 
/balled,  with  a  grim  expression  on  her  face, 
“group  diversions.”  Small  wonder  that  hap¬ 
piness  drugs,  in  the  absence  of  a  sense  of 
humor,  are  being  sold  in  such  quantities  in 
the  drugstores  around  so  many  campuses. 

I  sometimes  think  that  the  students  of 
Harvard  University  who  some  years  ago 
hoisted  a  cow  into  the  belfrey  learned  more 
in  the  process  of  cjoing  so  than  they  had 
picked  up  in  the  lecture  halls  during  their 
four  undergraduate  years.  In  any  instance, 
they  got  something  out  of  their  systems — 
and  that’s  part  of  education,  too.  And  I 
secretly  suspect  that  if  they  avoided  the  de¬ 
tection  of  the  dean’s  office  they  are  now  on 
the  board  of  overseers  as  the  ones  most  likely 
to  contribute  by  reason  of  their  initiative 
and  sheer  intelligence  to  the  stability  and 
the  future  of  the  university. 

I  suggest  that  we  find  place  in  our  pro¬ 
fessional  lives  for  a  little  nonsense.  I  ask 
too  that  you  reflect  on  the  need  for  a  little 
impatience — a  little  impatience  with  .the 
things  that  we  cam  change  for  the  better, 
above  all  ourselves,  but  also  certain  aspects 
of  the  society  to  which  as  people  privileged 
to  pursue  so  many  years  of  study  we  are  so 
genuinely  indebted. 

Therei  s  a  danger  that  with  the  status  and 
d£he  success  that  you  will  in  all  probability 
ave,  there  may  come  complacency  with  the 
wVld  around  you  and  a  certain  smugness 
with  yourself.  Nothing  could  be  more 
deadly.  And  so  I  offer  you  the  pearl  of  a 
devout  Jew  for  your  meditation: 

“Open  fl^y  eyes  to  visions  set  with  beauty  and 
ith  wonder  lit, 

But  let  nye  always  see  the  dirt  and  all  the 
sp&wm  that  die  in  it. 

“Open  my  ea>s  to  music;  let  me  thrill  with 
spring’^Jlrst  flutes  and  drums. 

But  never  letVne  dare  forget  the  bitter 
ballads  ofyhe  slums. 

“From  compromised  and  things  half  done, 
keep  me,  ol\  God,  with  stern  and 
stubborn  prided, 

“And  when  at  last  the  fight  is  won  God 
keep  me  still  unsatisfied. 

And  not  at  all  inconsistent  with  this  divine 
discontent  is  the  further  gift  I  beg  you  to 
develop.  It  is  the  gift  of  a  lhtle  patience — 
a  little  patience  with  the  resistance  of  fallen 
nature  and  rebellious  history  todpur  benevo¬ 
lent  purposes  and  our  sometimes  overpat 
practical  solutions  for  the  world’s  woes 
Most  of  us  belong  to  the  revoluntionary 
people,  like  the  Irish,  or  the  warm-blooded 
races,  like  the  Latin,  and  so  we  tend  to  sign 
up  fairly  rapidly  in  any  crusades — crusades 
for  economic,  political  and  related  changes 
designed  to  solve  by  a  speech  or  two,  ofda 
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HOUSE 


1.  DISASTER  RELIEF.  The  Livestock  and  Feed  Grains  Subcommittee  of  the  Agriculture 
Committee  voted  to  report  to  the  full  committee  with  amendment  H.  R.  6861,  to 
provide  for  a  specific  contribution  by  State  governments  \o  the  cost  of  feed  or 
seed  furnished  to  /armers,  ranchers,  or  stockmen  in  disaster  areas,  p.  D485 


2.  MUTUAL  SECURITY./  Concluded  general  debate  on  H.  R.  7500,  to  ej 
security  program,  pp.  9862-9906 


:end  the  mutual 


3.  WHEAT.  The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  "Conferees  met  in  executive  session  to 

resolve  the  differences  between  the  Senate-  and  House-passed  versions  of  S.  1968, 

to  strengthen  the  wheat  marketing  quota  and  price  support  program,  but  did  not 

reach  final  agreement,  and  will  meet  again  tomorrow."  p.  D486 

- y - - - V 


4.  RESEARCH.  The  Agriculture  Committee  reported  with  amendment  H.  R.  6436,  to  amend 
ttye  Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodent icide  Act  so  as  to  include  nema- 
p6cides,  plant  regulators,  defoliants,  and  desiccants  (H.  Rept.  552).  p.  9916 


2 


5.  RECLAMATION.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  reported  with  amend* 

mert£  H.  R.  968,  to  provide  for  the  construction  by  Interior  of  the  Bully 
CreeC  Dam  and  other  facilities,  Vale  Federal  reclamation  project.  Ore. 

(H.  rW,  553).  p.  9916 

6.  PUBLIC  DEOT „  The  Ways  and  Means  Committee  reported  without  amendment  R, 

7749,  to  provide  for  an  increase  in  the  public  debt  limit  (H.  Rept.  £56)  . 
p.  9916  x  ^ 

Rep.  Zeldpko  criticized  the  administration  proposal  to  increas/  the  public 
debt  limit  and  the  interest  rates  on  Government  bonds  as  "inflationary,'*'  and 
urged  a  freez/of  commercial  interest  rates  on  mortgages  and  loans  for  a 
period  of  at  led^t  5  years."  pp.  9909-10 


SENATE 

7.  DEFENSE  APPRO PRIATIOnNmLL  FOR  1960.  The  Appropriations  jdommittee  reported 

with  amendments  this  b\u,  H.  R.  7349  (S.  Rept.  397).  /.  9922 

8.  LEGISLATIVE  APPROPRIATION  :BILL  FOR  1960.  The  Appropriations  Committee  re¬ 

ported  with  amendments  thi\bill,  H.  R.  7453  (S.  R^t.  398).  p.  9922 

9.  RESEARCH.  Sen.  Neuberger  staged  that  "the  need  td  provide  Federal  funds  ade¬ 
quate  to  insure,  development  oTSuiew  methods  for  /producing  better  crops  more 
efficiently  and  protecting  existing  strains  from  disease  and  natural  hazard 


has  been  strongly  impressed  upon  \ne 
Senate  action  on  ARS  appropriation 
vation  research  recommendations  sub 
on  the  subject,  pp.  9960-2 

Received  from  this  Department  a  rep 
ment  Stations,  1958.  p.  9919 


expres/ed  satisfaction  concerning 
made  reference  to  soil  and  water  conser- 
tted/by  USDA,  and  inserted  several  items 

.t  on  the  State  Agricultural  Experi- 


10.  TRANSPORTATION.  The  Interstate  and  /oreigtk Commerce  Committee  reported  with 

amendments  S.  1509,  to  amend  the  LhterstateXCommerce  Act  to  provide  "grand¬ 
father"  rights  (preference  right/ for  carriers  in  operation  in  the  past)  for 
certain  motor  carriers  and  freight  forwarders'operating  in  interstate  or 
foreign  commerce  within  Alaska/ and  between  Alasica  and  the  other  States  and 
for  certain  water  carriers  operating  within  Alask^  (S,  Rept.  399).  p.  9922 

11.  CONTRACTS.  The  Finance  Committee  voted  to  report  (Isdt  did  not  actually  report) 

with  amendments  H.  R.  7086,  to  extend  the  Renegotiation  Act  of  1951.  p.  D484 

12.  RECLAMATION;  MINERALS,  /The  Interior  and  Insular  Af fairsVCommittee  voted  to 

report  (but  did  not  actually  report  )  with  amendments  twb  bills:  S.  281, 
authorizing  construction  of  a  regulating  reservoir  at  theNBuros  Creek  site  in 
the  Upper  Snake  Riyer  Valley,  Idaho;  and  S,  1285,  to  provide  for  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  domestic  fluorspar  industry,  including  barter  under  Public  Law 
480.  p.  D484  ^ 

13.  WAiERSHEDS.  Received  from  the  Ohio  Legislature  a  resolution  urging  Congress 

to  take  action  to  assure  the  continuance  of  surveys  and  planning  of  flood 
prevent/ an /  water  and  soil  conservation  projects  in  Ohio,  and  to  mike  funds 
available/  to  SCS  and  other  agencies  for  this  purpose,  p.  9920 

14.  PAYMENT/  IN  LIEU  OF  TAXES.  Received  from  the  Maryland  Senate  and  House  'reso¬ 

lutions  urging  favorable  action  on  S.  910,  to  authorize  the  payment  to  ideal 
governments  of  suras  in  lieu  of  taxes  and  special  assessments  with  respect\fo 

CertninoF?deral  real  Pr°Pe?ty  and  to  create  a  Board  to  study  this  problem, 
pp.  9920-1 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  agreed  to,  and  House  received,  conference  report^on  wheat  bill. 

House  debater  mutual  security  authorization  bill.  Sen.  Williams  criticized  making 
If  FHA  loads  to  poultry  producers.  Senate  debated  Commerce  appropriation\J>ill. 
House  Rules  Committee  cleared  bill  to  increase  public  debt  limit. 


SENATE 


i.  WHEAT.  Received  and  agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  S.  1968,  the  wheat 
bill  (pp.  10112-17) .'  The  conference  report  summarizes  the  provisions  of  the 
conference  substitute  bill  as  follows: 

"The  conference  substitute  contains  the  following  major  provisions 
of  a  temporary  nature,  applicable  only  with  respect  to  the  1960  and  1961 
wheat  crops: 

"(1)  provides  price  support  at  80  percent  of  parity; 

"(2)  reduces  each  farm  acreage  allotment  by  20  percent  below  the 
allotment  it  would  otherwise  receive  for  the  crops  of  1960  and  1961; 

"(3)  prevents  the  diversion  of  such  20  percent  to  any  other  crops  re¬ 
ceiving  price  supports  by  conditioning  wheat  price  support  on  reducing  the 
acreage  of  other  price  supported  crops  below  the  1957-58  average  by  an 
acreage  equal  to  the  20  percent  reduction  in  wheat  acreage; 


"(4)  provides  a  payment  in  kind  (one-third  of  the  average  annual 
yield)  on  an  acreage  equal  to  such  20  percent,  if  such  acreage  is  not 
used  for  the  harvest  of  any  crop  nor  grazed; 

"(5)  imposes  penalties  on  the  actual  yield  of  wheat  from  acres  in 
excess  of  the  farm  acreage  allotment  (or  double  the  normal  yield  if  the 
actual  yield  is  not  shown)  ; 

"(6)  increases  the  marketing  penalty  on  excess  wheat  from  45  percent 
of  parity  to  65  percent  of  parity; 

"(7)  reduces  the  15-acre  exemption  to  12  acres,  and  restricts  it  to 
farms  which  planted  wheat  in  1957,  1958,  or  1959,  and  to  producers  who 
produce  wheat  on  only  one  farm; 

"(8)  removes  the  30-acre  limitation  on  the  feed  wheat  exemption;  and 

"(9)  restricts  to  farms  which  are  in  compliance  with  their  acreage 
allotments  the  right  to  withdraw  and  market  wheat  stored  from  a  previous 
crop  to  avoid  penalty. 

"The  conferees  substitute  makes  the  following  permanent  changes  in 
the  law: 


"(1)  limits  wheat  price  support  operations  to  $35,000  per  producer 
per  year;  ' 

'  -'"(2)  repeals  the  200-bushel  exemption; 

•  ••  "(3)  prevents  an  acreage  history  penalty  where,  by  reason  of  production 
failure,  the  producer  has  no  marketing  excess  which  he  can  store  to  avoid 
such  a  penalty;  •  • 

"(4)  repeals  the  authority  for  price  support  to  noncooperators  with 
respect  to  any  basic  agricultural  commodity;  and 

•  "(5)  repeals  a  provision  requiring  the  County  Agent  or  the  local  . 
Committee  Chairman  to  maintain  an  additional  copy  of  the  acreage  allot-  , 
ment  list. for  each  commodity." 


HOUSING.  Sens.  Monroney,  Gore,  and  Clark  expressed  opposition  to  a  provision 
"iQ  H.  R,  2256,  to  provide  additional  funds  for  direct  loans  for  veterans1  hous¬ 
ing  ^increasing  the  interest  rate  on  veterans'  housing  loans  from  4-3/^  "to 
5-1/4  "percent,  and  contended  that  sufficient  notice  was  not  given  Senators 
prior  to  consideration  and  passage  of  the  bill.  Sen.  Johnson  defended  his 
action  in  scheduling  the  bill  for  consideration,  pp,  10045 -6^10059 -62 


3.  POULTRY. 


the  Farmers  Home  Admin 


Sen.  Willrajns,  Del.,  criticized  the  poultry  lending  activities  of 
tration.  Small  Business  Adniifiistratioh,  and  other 
agencies,  stated  that  1  an' overextension  of  credft^--  financing  of  an  already 
overexpanded  productive  capacity  —  is  largely responsible  for  the  present 
plight  of  the  poultry  industry ^h^d  inserton  a  table  showing  FHA  broiler  and 
egg  loans."  He  commended  Secretary  B^n^on  for  rejecting  "certain  congressional 
requests  that  the  Government  suppo^fc'egg  prices  by  purchasing  laying  hens  and 
eggs  from  breeding  flocks,"  but^{sagree&^ith  the  Secretary's  position  "to 
slow  down  in  making  loans  fojKexpanding  poultry  production"  and  instead  he 
urged  a  "stop"  to  these  lo^ns.  pp.  10033-5 


4.  WATER  RIGHTS.  Received  from  the  California  Legislatures  resolution  urging 
Congress  to  recognize  state  water  rights,  p.  10022 


5.  COMMERCE  APPROPRIATIONS  FOR  1960.  BogoA' 
pp.  m08O-l,  10082-90,  10093-9,  10100-12 


debate  on  this  biTTv  H.  R.  7349. 


6.  JJON0MIC  CONDITIONS.  Sens.  Clark,  Keating,  Goldwater,  and  Proxmire  deba^ 

current  economic  conditions,  and  Sen.  Goldwater  inserted  a  table  on  per  capKa 
and  total  disposable  personal  income  from  1949  to  1958.  pp.  10035-8 
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7.  LEGISLATIVE  BRANCH  APPROPRIATION  BILL, 1960.  Began  and  concluded  debate  on  this 

billTV  R.  7465.  pp.  10090-93 

8.  INTERIOR  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1960.  Sen.  Hayden  inserted  a  tabulation  on  this 

bill,  H.  \  5915,  "giving  the  appropriations  for  the  current  year,  the  budget 
estimates  fSar  1960,  the  House  allowance,  the  Senate  allowance,  and  the  con¬ 
ference  alloWnce  for  each  appropriation  in  the  bill,"  and  stated  that  the 
tabulation  on 'the  bill  appearing  in  the  Record  of  Mon.,  June  15,  "is  incor¬ 
rect."  pp.  100^1-3 

9.  TRANSPORTATION.  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce  Committee  .voted  to  report 

(but  did  not  actuary  report)  the  following  bills:  S.  1789 , /without  amend¬ 
ment,  to  insure  the  adequacy  of  the  national  railroad  freight-car  supply; 

S.  1508,  with  amendments,  to  provide  for  economic  regulation  of  the  Alaska 
railroad  under  the  interstate  Commerce  Act.  p.  D490 


10.  VETERANS,  The  Subcommitte&von  Veterans'  Affairs  of  th^  Labor  and  Public  Welfare 
Committee  voted  to  report  t^o  the  full  committee  without  amendment  S,  1138,  to 
provide  for  readjustment  assistance  to  veterans  wh</  serve  In  the  Armed  Forces, 
including  payments  for  courses^in  on-farm  training,  between  Jan.  31,  1955 
and  July  1,  1963,  p.  D491 


) 


11.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  The  "Daily  Digest"  stated  that  votes  will  be  taken  on 

passage  of  H.  R.  7453,  the  legislative  appropriation  bill,  and  H.  R.  7349,  the 
Commerce  appropriation  bill  on  Thurs\,  Jun/”  18.  p.  D489 


H0USI 


12.  WHEAT.  Received  the  conference  report  on  S.  1968,  the  wheat  bill  (H.  Rept. 

560)  (pp.  10010-12.  .  See  Senate  items  above  for  a  summary  of  the  con¬ 

ference  substitute  bill  and  action  of  the  Senate  on  the  report. 

13.  MUTUAL  SECURITY.  Considered  amendments  to  H.  7500,  to  extend  the  mutual 

security  program  (pp.  9984-10010).  Rejected,  56>\to  94,  an  amendment  by  Rep. 
Dowdy  to  prohibit  any  appr opf iat ions  authorized  by,  the  bill  which  would  in¬ 
crease  the  public  debt  (pp.  9987-90) ,  Rejected,  56, to  94,  an  amendment  by 
Rep,  Flynt  to  "require  a  balanced  budget  before  the  provisions  of  the  pending 

legislation  could  become  effective"  (pp.  9990-91) . 

/ 

14.  HOUSING.  Concurred  in,  the  Senate  amendment  to  H.  R.  225^v  to  authorize  $100 

million  additional  funds  for  direct  veterans'  loans  in  ruW  areas,  and  to 
increase  the  ceilipg  on  interest  rates  from  4-3/4  to  5-l/4\^ercent  (pp.  9973- 
6).  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President. 

15.  BUDGET.  Rep.  Zelenko  commended  the  New  York  World-Telegram  andN^he  Scripps 
Howard  newspapers  in  their  "meritorious  campaign  urging  citizens\to  communicate 
with  their  Representatives  and  Senators  to  alert  them  against  wasteful  appro¬ 
priations 

16.  PUBLIC  BUILDINGS.  The  Public  Works  Committee  reported  with  amendment  EL  R.  7645, 
to  pro/ide  additional  authority  to  GSA  for  the  construction,  alterations  and 
acquisition  of  public  buildings  of  the  Federal  Government  (H.  Rept.  557)1 
p.  20019 

7.  PUBLIC  DEBT.  The  Rules  Committee  reported  a  resolution  for  consideration  of 
H.  R.  7749.  to  increase  the  public  debt  limit,  p.  10019 
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A  subcommittee  of  the  Public  Works  Committee  approved  "watershed 
" - J  . .  p.  D493 


18.  WATERSHEDS. 

projects  in  Georgia  and  Illinois." 


19.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Rep.  McCormack  announced  that  the  House  would  consider, 
Thurs.V  June  18,  H.  R.  7749  to  increase  the  public  debt  limit,  and,  if  t)Z 
message \is  received  from  the  Senate,  the  wheat  conference  report  (S.  19^3) • 
and  next Nweek,  H.  R.  3,  to  establish  rules  of  interpretation  concerning  the 
effects  of\acts  of  Congress  on  state  laws, 

ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 

20.  FORESTRY;  RECREATION.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Sen.  Neuberger  commending  and 

an  artHle>  "National  Parks  Promised  Rescue  By  Mission  66."  pp. 

Sen.  Neuberger  inserted  an  address  by  Francis  W.  Sargent  describing  the 
Pp!SA5199-200S  ^  ^  °Utdoor  Recreation  Resources  ^4view  Commission. 

2U  Extension  of  remarks  of  Sen.  Dodd  inerting  an  article, 

For  °«  Fra-en\s  But  Not  For  Our  Enemiq/,"  and  stating  that  the 
P  A5185-6  concerned  Wlth  inconsistencies  of/6ur  foreign-aid  nroersm." 

Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep\  Barr  favoring  v/ S.  participation  in  a  "joint 

movement  with  the  rest  of  the  free  world  but/£tating  that  "I  will  not  vote  to 

saddle  this  Nation  with  a  perpetual  obligation  to  develop  and  to  protect  the 
world  single-handedly."  p,  A5238  ^  /  procect  the 

22.  HEALTH;  PERSONNEL.  Extension  of  remarVs  At  Sen.  Humphrey  inserting  his  recent 

speech  stressing  the  need  for  health  r^earch  programs  and  favoring  proposed 
legislation  to  provide  a  health  insur/^  program  for  Federal  employees! 

23.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Rep.  Latta  inserted/the  result's  of  an  opinion  poll  which  include! 

questions  on  price  support- and  ^611  bank  programs,  p.  A5204 

24.  INTERGOVERNMENTAL  RELATIONS.  Extension  of  remark\  of  Rep.  Loser  inserting 

favoring^the  T  the  SenaCe  Operations  Committee  C 

S^ISt^rS^flO*  Perm“ent  ^°rF>°ml55l°n  «  I"tergovern- 

25.  WATER  POLLUTION.  Rep.  Zfingell  inserted  an  editorial  fairing  H  R  3610  to 

amend  the  Federal  Wa^r  Pollution  Control  Act.  P.  asSST * 

26#  EsettriIfAT^N‘i, T*'  Utt  inserted  an  Electrical  Workers  Lcfcal  AFL-CIO  article 


BILLS  INTRODUCED 

27.  SURPLUS  VpERTY  S  2193,  by  Sen.  Allott  (for  himself  and  Sen.  Lang\)  ,  and 


86th  Congress  )  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES  J  Report 

1st  Session  )  j  No.  560 
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Jtjne  17,  1959. — Ordered  to  be  printed 


*  Mr.  Cooley,  from  the  committee  of  conference,  submitted  the 

following 

CONFERENCE  REPORT 

[To  accompany  S.  1968] 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two 
Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the  House  to  the  bill  (S.  1968)  to 
strengthen  the  wheat  marketing  quota  and  price  support  program, 
having  met,  after  full  and  free  conference,  have  agreed  to  recommend 
and  do  recommend  to  their  respective  Houses  as  follows: 

That  the  Senate  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  House  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  House  amend¬ 
ment  insert  the  following: 

That  title  1  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  is  amended  by 
adding  the  following  new  section: 

\  “Sec.  106.  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  101  of  this  Act, 
for  each  of  the  1960  and  1961  crops  of  wheat  price  support  shall  be  made 
available  as  provided  in  this  section.  The  support  price  for  each  such 
crop  shall  be  80  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  therefor.  W  heat  of  any 
such  crop  shall  be  eligible  for  price  support  only  if  ( 1 )  the  farm  on  which 
the  wheat  is  produced  is  in  comvliance  with  the  farm  wheat  acreage 
allotment  for  such  crop,  and  ( 2 )  the  total  acreage  on  the  farm  devoted  to 
the  production  of  crops  supported  under  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as 
amended,  which  would  normally  be  harvested  in  the  calendar  year  in 
which  the  wheat  crop  for  which  the  producer  applies  for  price  support  is 
normally  harvested,  does  not  exceed  the  total  average  annual  acreage  on 
the  farm  devoted  to  the  production  of  such  price  supported  crops  for 
harvest  in  1957  and  1958,  less  an  acreage  equal  to  20  per  centum  of 
the  farm  acreage  allotment  for  the  crop  of  wheat  for  which  application  for 
price  support  is  made  which  would  be  in  effect  for  the  farm  except  for 
the  reduction  thereof  as  provided  in  section  834(c)  (2)  of  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1988,  as  amended:  Provided,  however,  That  a  farm 
shall  be  deemed  in  compliance  with  the  foregoing  requirements  for  price 
support  for  wheat  if  no  crop  other  than  wheat  supported  under  the  Agri- 
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cultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  is  produced  on  the  farm  for  harvest 
in  1960  or  1961,  whichever  is  applicable,  and  the  farm  is  in  compliance 
with  the  farm  wheat  acreage  allotment.  In  accordance  with  regulations 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  the  acreage  of  such  price  supported  crops 
for  1957  and  1958  may  be  adjusted  for  abnormal  weather  conditions, 
established  crop-rotation  practices  for  the  farm,  diversion  under  soil  bank 
programs,  and  to  reded  acreage  history  preserved  under  section  877  of  the 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1988,  as  amended,  to  the  extent  of  any 
unused  allotment  not  diverted  to  the  production  of  such  price  supported 
crops.  For  the  purposes  of  this  section  a  producer  shall  not  be  deemed 
to  have  exceeded  the  farm  acreage  allotment  or  the  acreage  of  permitted 
price  supported  crops  for  the  farm  unless  the  producer  knowingly  exceeded 
such  allotment  or  permitted  acreage.  In  addition,  for  the  1960  or  1961 
crops  of  wheat,  if  marketing  quotas  for  the  particular  crop  are  in  effect 
and  the  producers  on  the  farm  meet  the  foregoing  requirements  for  priced 
support  and,  in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  ™ 
designate  an  acreage  on  the  farm  equal  to  the  20  per  centum  reduction  in 
the  farm  acreage  allotment  required  under  section  334(c)(2)  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Adjustment  Act,  as  amended,  for  the  particular  crop  of  wheat 
and  do  not  produce  any  crop  thereon  which  is  normally  harvested  in  the 
calendar  year  in  which  the  particular  crop  of  wheat  is  normally  harvested 
and  do  not  graze  such  acreage  during  such  year,  such  producers  shall  be 
entitled  to  a  wheat  payment  in  kind  from  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
stocks  equal  in  value  to  one-third  of  the  average  annual  yield  in  bushels 
of  wheat  per  harvested  acre  on  the  farm  for  the  three  years  immediately 
preceding  the  year  for  which  the  designation  is  made,  adjusted  for  ab¬ 
normal  weather  conditions  and  as  determined  under  regulations  prescribed 
by  the  Secretary,  multiplied  by  the  number  of  designated  acres.  Such 
wheat  may  be  marketed  without  penalty  but  shall  not  be  eligible  for  price 
support.  The  payment  in  kind  shall  be  made  by  the  issuance  of  a 
negotiable  certificate  which  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  shall  redeem 
in  wheat  equal  in  value  to  the  value  of  the  certificate.  The  certificate 
shall  have  a  value  equal  to  the  number  of  bushels  determined  as  aforesaid 
multiplied  by  the  basic  county  support  rate  per  bushel  for  number  one 
wheat  of  the  crop  normally  harvested  in  the  year  for  which  the  acreage  isA 
designated  and  for  the  county  in  which  the  designated  acreage  is  locatedSi 
The  wheat  redeemable  for  such  certificate  shall  be  valued  at  the  market 
price  thereof  as  determined  by  Commodity  Credit  Corporation.  The 
Secretary  shall  provide  by  regulation  for  the  sharing  of  a  certificate 
among  producers  on  the  farm  on  a  fair  and  equitable  basis.  The  acreage 
on  the  farm  which  would  otherwise  be  eligible  to  be  placed  in  the  conserva¬ 
tion  reserve  program  for  1960  or  1961  shall  be  reduced  by  an  amount 
equal  to  the  required  reduction  of  20  per  centum  under  section  334(c)(2) 
of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  for  the  wheat 
crop  of  the  corresponding  year.  Price  support  at  80  per  centum  of 
parity  under  this  section  shall  be  made  available  only  to  cooperators  and 
only  if  producers  have  not  disapproved  marketing  quotas  for  the  crop: 
Provided  further ,  (1)  That  beginning  with  the  crop  of  wheat  to  be  harvested 
in  1960,  the  total  amount  of  price  support  extended  to  any  person  on  any 
year's  production  of  wheat  through  loans  or  purchases  made  or  made 
available  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  or  other  agency  of  the 
U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  shall  not  exceed  $35,000,  (2)  That  the 
term  ‘ person '  shall  mean  an  individual,  partnership,  firm,  joint-stock 
company,  corporation,  association,  trust,  estate,  or  other  legal  entity,  or 


WHEAT  PROGRAM 


3 


any  two  or  more  legal  entities  the  beneficial  ownership  oj  which  is  sub¬ 
stantially  the  same  or  is  in  members  oj  the  same  household,  or  a  State, 
political  subdivision  oj  a  State,  or  any  agency  thereoj,  except  that  in  the 
case  oj  a  partnership  made  up  oj  two  or  more  separate  families  or  house¬ 
holds  each  such  family  or  household  may  be  considered  at  its  option  as  a 
person  jor  the  purposes  oj  this  subsection,  (3)  That  in  the  case  oj  any 
loan  to,  or  purchase  from,  a  cooperative  marketing  organization,  such 
limitation  shall  not  apply  to  the  amount  oj  price  support  received  by  the 
cooperative  marketing  organization,  but  the  amount  of  price  support 
made  available  to  any  person  through  such  cooperative  marketing  organi¬ 
zation  shall  be  included  in  determining  the  amount  of  price  support 
received  by  such  person  for  purposes  oj  such  limitation,  and  (4)  That  the 
Secretary  oj  Agriculture  shall  issue  regulations  prescribing  such  rules 
as  he  determines  necessary  to  prevent  the  evasion  of  such  limitation.  In 
kase  marketing  quotas  are  disapproved,  price  support  to  cooperators 
r 'shall  be  as  provided  in  section  101  (d) (3).” 

Sec.  2.  (a)  In  lieu  oj  the  provisions  of  item  { 1 )  of  Public  Law  74, 
Seventy-seventh  Congress,  as  amended,  the  jollowing  provisions  shall 
apply  to  the  1960  and  1961  crops  oj  wheat: 

“  ( 1 )  If  a  national  marketing  quota  jor  wheat  is  in  ejfectjor  any  market¬ 
ing  year,  farm  marketing  quotas  shall  be  in  ejject  jor  the  crop  oj  wheat 
which  is  normally  harvested  in  the  calendar  year  in  which  such  marketing 
year  begins.  The  farm  marketing  quota  jor  any  crop  oj  wheat  shall  be 
the  actual  production  of  the  acreage  planted  to  such  crop  of  wheat  on  the 
jarm  less  the  farm  marketing  excess.  The  farm  marketing  excess  shall 
be  an  amount  equal  to  double  the  normal  yield  oj  wheat  per  acre  established 
jor  the  farm  multiplied  by  the  number  oj  acres  planted  to  such  crop  oj 
wheat  on  the  jarm  in  excess  oj  the  jarm  acreage  allotment  jor  such  crop 
unless  the  producer,  in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary  and  within  the  time  prescribed  therein,  establishes  to  the  satis¬ 
faction  o  f  the  Secretary  the  actual  production  o  f  such  crop  of  wheat  on  the 
jarm.  If  such  actual  production  is  so  established  the  jarm  marketing 
excess  shall  be  such  actual  production  less  the  actual  production  oj  the 
jarm  wheat  acreage  allotment.  Actual  production  oj  the  jarm  wheat 
y,creage  allotment  shall  mean  the  actual  average  yield  per  harvested  acre 
*oj  wheat  on  the  farm  multiplied  by  the  number  oj  acres  constituting  the 
farm  acreage  allotment.  In  determining  the  actual  average  yield  per 
harvested  acre  of  wheat  and  the  actual  production  of  wheat  on  the  jarm 
any  acreage  utilized  jor  jeed  without  threshing  ajter  the  wheat  is  headed, 
or  available  jor  such  utilization  at  the  time  the  actual  production  is 
determined,  shall  be  considered  harvested  acreage  and  the  production 
thereoj  in  terms  oj  grain  shall  be  appraised  in  accordance  with  regulations 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary  and  such  production  included  in  the  actual 
production  oj  wheat  on  the  jarm.  The  acreage  planted  to  wheat  on  a  farm 
shall  include  all  acreage  planted  to  wheat  for  any  purpose  and  self-seeded 
0 volunteer )  wheat,  but  shall  not  include  any  acreage  that  is  disposed  oj 
prior  to  harvest  in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary.” 

(b)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  item  ( 2 )  of  Public  Law  74, 
Seventy -seventh  Congress,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1340(2)),  the  rate  oj 
penalty  on  wheat  of  the  1960  and  1961  crops  shall  be  65  per  centum  of 
the  parity  price  per  bushel  oj  wheat  as  oj  May  1  oj  the  calendar  year  in 
which  the  crop  is  harvested. 

( c )  In  lieu  oj  the  provisions  oj  item  (3)  oj  Public  Law  74,  Seventy- 
seventh  Congress,  as  amended,  the  jollowing  provisions  shall  apply  to 
the  1960  and  1961  crops  oj  wheat: 
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“(3)  The  farm  marketing  excess  for  wheat  shall  be  regarded  as  available 
for  marketing,  and  the  penalty  and  the  storage  amount  or  amounts  of 
wheat  to  be  delivered  to  the  Secretary  shall  be  computed  upon  double  the 
normal  production  of  the  excess  acreage.  If  the  farm  marketing  excess 
so  computed  is  adjusted  downward  on  the  basis  of  actual  production,  the 
difference  between  the  amount  of  the  penalty  or  storage  computed  on  the 
basis  of  double  the  normal  production  and  as  computed  on  actual  produc¬ 
tion  shall  be  returned  to  or  allowed  the  producer  or  a  corresponding  adjust¬ 
ment  made  in  the  amount  to  be  delivered  to  the  Secretary  if  the  producer 
elects  to  make  such  delivery.  The  Secretary  shall  issue  regulations  under 
which  the  farm  marketing  excess  of  wheat  for  the  farm  shall  be  stored  or 
delivered  to  him.  Upon  failure  to  store,  or  deliver  to  the  Secretary,  the 
farm  marketing  excess  within  such  time  as  may  be  determined  under 
regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  the  penalty  computed  as  aforesaid 
shall  be  paid  by  the  producer.  Any  wheat  delivered  to  the  SecretarfiL 
hereunder  shall  become  the  property  of  the  United  States  and  shall  hr 
disposed  of  by  the  Secretary  for  relief  purposes  in  the  United  States  or 
foreign  countries  or  in  such  other  manner  as  he  shall  determine  will  divert 
itfiom  the  normal  channels  of  trade  and  commerce.'” 

(d)  Item  (7)  of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Congress,  as  amended 
(7  U.S.C.  1840(7)),  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(7)  A  farm  marketing  quota  on  any  crop  of  wheat  shall  not  be  ap¬ 
plicable  to  any  farm  on  which  the  acreage  planted  to  wheat  for  such  crop 
does  not  exceed  fifteen  acres:  Provided,  however,  That  a  farm  marketing 
quota  on  the  1960  and  1961  crops  of  wheat  shall  be  applicable  to — 

“(i)  any  farm  on  which  the  acreage  of  wheat  exceeds  twelve  acres; 
“(ii)  any  farm  on  which  any  wheat  is  planted  if  no  wheat  ims 
planted  on  such  farm  for  harvest  in  the  calendar  years  1957,  1958, 
and  1959;  and 

“(Hi)  any  farm  on  which  any  wheat  is  planted  if  any  of  the 
producers  who  share  in  the  wheat  produced  on  such  farm  share  in 
the  wheat  produced  on  any  other  farm.” 

(e)  Item  (12)  of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Congress,  as  amended 

(7  U.S.C.  1840  (12)),  shall  not  be  applicable  with  respect  to  the  1960 
and  1961  crops  of  wheat.  i 

(f)  In  lieu  of  the  provisions  of  section  326(b)  of  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  the  following  provisions  shall  apply 
to  the  1960  and  1961  crops  of  wheat: 

“(b)  If  a  farm  is  in  compliance  with  its  farm  acreage  allotment  for 
any  crop  of  wheat  and  the  actual  production  of  such  crop  of  wheat  on  the 
farm  is  less  than  the  normal  production  of  the  farm  wheat  acreage  allot¬ 
ment,  an  amount  equal  to  the  deficiency  may  be  marketed  without  penalty 
from  wheat  of  previous  crops  stored  by  the  producers  on  the  farm  to  post¬ 
pone  the  payment  of  marketing  quota  penalties.” 

Sec.  3.  The  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1988,  as  amended,  is 
amended  as  follows: 

(a)  Section  334  is  amended  by  inserting  “( 1 )”  after  “(c)”  and  adding 
a  new  subparagraph  (2)  following  subparagraph  (c)(1)  to  read  as  follows: 

“(2)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  each  old  or  new 
farm  acreage  allotment  for  the  1960  and  1961  crops  of  wheat  as  deter¬ 
mined  on  the  basis  of  a  minimum  national  acreage  allotment  of  fifty-five 
million  acres  shall  be  reduced  by  20  per  centum.  In  the  event  notices 
of  farm  acreage  allotments  for  the  1960  crop  of  wheat  have  been  mailed 
to  farm  operators  prior  to  the  effective  date  of  this  subparagraph  (2)  new 
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notices  showing  the  required  reduction  shall  be  mailed  to  farm  operators 
<ls  soon  as  practicable.” 

(b)  Section  334  is  further  amended  by  inserting  a  new  paragraph  id) 
between  paragraphs  (c)  and  (e)  to  read  as  follows: 

“(d)  For  the.  purposes  of  subsections  (a),  ( b ),  and  (c)  of  this  section, 
■any  farm — 

“(1 )  to  which  a  wheat  marketing  quota  is  applicable;  and 
“(2)  on  which  the  acreage  planted  to  wheat  exceeds  the  farm  wheat 
acreage  allotment;  and 

“(3)  on  which  the  marketing  excess  is  zero 
shall  be  regarded  as  a  farm  on  which  the  entire  amount  of  the  farm  market¬ 
ing  excess  has  been  delivered  to  the  Secretary  or  stored  in  accordance 
with  applicable  regulations  to  avoid  or  postpone  the  payment  of  the 
penalty.” 

(c)  Subsection  (f)  of  section  335  is  amended  by  striking  out  the  semi¬ 
colon  at  the  end  of  item  ( 1 )  and  adding  “and  shall  not  apply  to  other 
farms  with  respect  to  the  1960  and  1961  crops;” . 

(d)  Section  362  is  amended  by  deleting  the  second  sentence  thereof. 

(e)  Subsections  (b)  and  (c)  of  section  335  of  the  Agricultural  Adjust¬ 
ment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  are  hereby  repealed  and  subsection  (d) 
of  said  section  is  repealed  effective  beginning  with  the  1960  crop  of  wheat. 

Sec.  4-  Section  101(d)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended, 
is  amended  by  striking  out  paragraph  (5) . 

Sec.  5.  This  Act  may  be  cited,  as  the  “Wheat  Act  of  1959” . 

And  the  House  agree  to  the  same. 

Harold  D.  Cooley, 

W.  R.  Poage, 

George  M.  Grant, 

Carl  Albert, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
Allen  J.  Ellender, 

Olin  D.  Johnston, 

Spessard  L.  Holland, 
Hubert  H.  Humphrey, 
Milton  R.  Young, 

Karl  E.  Mundt, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 


STATEMENT  OF  MANAGERS  ON  THE  PART  OF  THE 

HOUSE 


The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  at  the  conference  on  the 
disagreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the  House 
to  the  bill  (S.  1968)  to  strengthen  the  wheat  marketing  quota  and 
price  support  program,  submit  the  following  statement  in  explanation 
of  the  effect  of  the  action  agreed  upon  by  the  conferees  and  recom¬ 
mended  in  the  accompanying  conference  report: 

House  action  was  on  H.R.  7246,  following  which  the  Senate  bill 
was  taken  from  the  Speaker’s  table  and  amended  by  striking  out  all 
after  the  enacting  clause  and  substituting  the  language  of  H.R.  7246 
as  passed  by  the  House.  The  amendment  reported  herewith  com¬ 
bines  the  provisions  of  the  Senate  bill  and  the  House  amendment  and 
was  agreed  to  by  the  conferees  as  a  substitute  for  the  House  amend¬ 
ment. 

EFFECT  OF  THE  BILL 

The  overall  effect  of  the  bill  as  agreed  upon  by  the  conferees  and 
reported  herewith  will  result  in  a  wheat  program  for  the  years  1960 
and  1961  which  will — 

(1)  reduce  wheat  production  an  estimated  200  million  to  300 
million  bushels  per  year; 

(2)  result  in  a  cash  saving  to  the  Government  of  an  estimated 
$150  million  to  $200  million  per  year. 

SHORT  EXPLANATION  OF  CONFERENCE  SUBSTITUTE 

The  conference  substitute  contains  the  following  major  provisions 
of  a  temporary  nature,  applicable  only  with  respect  to  the  1960  and 
1961  wheat  crops: 

(1)  provides  price  support  at  80  percent  of  parity; 

(2)  reduces  each  farm  acreage  allotment  by  20  percent  below  the 
allotment  it  would  otherwise  receive  for  the  crops  of  1960  and  1961 ; 

(3)  prevents  the  diversion  of  such  20  percent  to  any  other  crops 
receiving  price  supports  by  conditioning  wheat  price  support  on  re¬ 
ducing  the  acreage  of  other  price-supported  crops  below  the  1957-58 
average  by  an  acreage  equal  to  the  20  percent  reduction  in  wheat 
acreage; 

(4)  provides  a  payment  in  kind  (one-third  of  the  average  annual 
yield)  on  an  acreage  equal  to  such  20  percent,  if  such  acreage  is  not 
used  for  the  harvest  of  any  crop  nor  grazed; 

(5)  imposes  penalties  on  the  actual  Geld  of  wheat  from  acres  in 
excess  of  the  farm  acreage  allotment  (or  double  the  normal  jneld  if  the 
actual  yield  is  not  shown) ; 

(6)  increases  the  marketing  penalty  on  excess  wheat  from  45  per¬ 
cent  of  parity  to  65  percent  of  parity; 

(7)  reduces  the  15-acre  exemption  to  12  acres,  and  restricts  it  to 
farms  which  planted  wheat  in  1957,  1958,  or  1959,  and  to  producers 
who  produce  wheat  on  only  one  farm; 
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(8)  removes  the  30-acre  limitation  on  the  feed  wheat  exemption; 
and 

(9)  restricts  to  farms  which  are  in  compliance  with  their  acreage 
allotments  the  right  to  withdraw  and  market  wheat  stored  from  a  pre¬ 
vious  crop  to  avoid  penalty. 

The  conference  substitute  makes  the  following  permanent  changes 
in  the  law: 

(1)  limits  wheat  price  support  operations  to  $35,000  per  producer 
per  year; 

(2)  repeals  the  200-bushel  exemption; 

(3)  prevents  an  acreage  history  penalty  where,  by  reason  of  pro¬ 
duction  failure,  the  producer  has  no  marketing  excess  which  he  can 
store  to  avoid  such  a  penalty; 

(4)  repeals  the  authority  for  price  support  to  noncooperators  with 
respect  to  any  basic  agricultural  commodity;  and 

(5)  repeals  a  provision  requiring  the  county  agent  or  the  local 
committee  chairman  to  maintain  an  additional  copy  of  the  acreage 
allotment  list  for  each  commodity. 

COMPARISON  WITH  HOUSE  AMENDMENT 

The  acreage  reduction  and  price  support  provisions  of  the  bill  follow 
the  House  amendment,  including  the  denial  of  price  support  on  wheat 
if  the  diverted  acreage  is  devoted  to  any  other  crop  eligible  for  price 
support,  a  payment  in  kind  if  the  diverted  acreage  is  not  used  for  the 
production  of  any  crops  whatever  nor  grazed,  and  limitation  of  price 
supports  to  the  commercial  wheat-producing  area.  The  major  dif¬ 
ferences  between  the  House  amendment  and  the  conference  substitute 
are  that  the  level  of  price  support  is  80  percent  (instead  of  90  percent 
in  the  House  amendment)  and  the  required  reduction  in  acreage  is 
20  percent  (instead  of  25  percent  as  in  the  House  amendment). 

The  House  provision  providing  price  support  for  noncooperators  if 
marketing  quotas  for  wheat  should  be  disapproved  is  not  contained 
in  the  conference  substitute.  In  its  place,  the  conferees  adopted  the 
Senate  provision  which  will  have  the  effect  of  prohibiting  price  support 
to  noncooperators  with  respect  to  any  basic  commodity.  If  marketing 
quotas  should  be  disapproved,  price  support  at  50  percent  of  parity 
would  be  made  available  only  to  cooperators.  The  conference  sub¬ 
stitute  will  make  no  change  in  the  existing  provision  of  law  which 
fixes  the  minimum  CCC  resale  price  for  wheat  at  105  percent  of  the 
current  support  price,  plus  carrying  charges. 

In  order  to  qualify  for  the  payment  in  kind  provided  by  the  confer¬ 
ence  substitute,  the  producer  is  required,  in  accordance  with  regula¬ 
tions  prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  to  designate  an  acreage  on  the  farm 
equal  to  the  20  percent  reduction  in  the  farm  wheat  acreage  allotment. 
A  great  deal  of  authority  has  been  left  in  this  matter  to  the  discretion 
of  the  Secretary.  The  intention  of  the  conferees  is  that  an  acreage  of 
cropland  approximately  equal  in  productive  capacity  to  the  producer’s 
wheat  acreage  shall  be  designated,  but  experience  under  the  Soil  Bank 
Act  has  shown  that  it  is  difficult  to  spell  out  this  intention  within  the 
rigid  framework  of  law.  The  conference  therefore  leaves  it  to  regula¬ 
tion,  which  may  be  adapted  to  new  cases  or  problems  as  they  arise. 
The  Secretary  is  authorized  and  is  expected  to  issue  such  regulations 
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as  may  be  necessary  to  effect  the  reduction  in  production  contemplated 
by  this  provision. 

The  conference  adopted  the  Senate  provision  relating  to  production 
of  wheat  on  acreage  in  excess  of  acreage  allotments.  Under  this  provi¬ 
sion  any  wheat  produced  on  excess  acreage  will  be  considered  farm 
marketing  excess  and  subject  to  penalty.  Under  the  House  amend¬ 
ment,  the  marketing  excess  would  have  been  reduced  to  zero  if  the 
total  production  on  the  allotted  and  excess  acres  did  not  exceed  the 
normal  production  of  the  allotted  acres. 

The  conference  substitute  contains  the  Senate  provisions  restricting 
the  15-acre  exemption  to  12  acres  in  1960  and  1961.  This  permits 
any  producer  who  has  harvested  wheat  in  1957,  1958,  or  1959,  except 
producers  operating  more  than  one  farm,  to  take  full  advantage  of  the 
12-acre  exemption.  The  House  provision  would  have  restricted  the 
exemption  to  12  acres  or  the  highest  acreage  planted  on  the  farm  in 
the  immediately  preceding  3  years. 

The  conference  substitute  makes  no  change  in  the  provisions,  com¬ 
mon  to  both  the  Senate  and  House  bills,  permitting  a  producer  to 
grow  as  much  wheat  as  he  wants  if  he  uses  it  all  on  the  farm  where  it 
is  produced. 

With  respect  to  eligibility  for  voting  in  the  referendum  on  wheat 
marketing  quotas,  the  conference  substitute  follows  the  Senate  bill, 
which  made  no  change  in  existing  law.  Under  the  conference  sub¬ 
stitute,  producers  who  will  be  subject  to  the  marketing  quotas  upon 
which  the  referendum  is  held  will  be  eligible  to  vote  in  that  referendum. 
Thus,  all  producers  who  are  affected  by  the  temporary  reduction  in  the 
exemption  from  15  acres  to  12  acres  will  be  eligible  to  vote  in  the 
referendum  to  be  held  next  July  on  the  1960  wheat  crop. 

Harold  D.  Cooley, 

W.  R.  Poage, 

George  M.  Grant, 

Carl  Albert, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
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lask  year  Congress  authorized  the  con¬ 
struction  of  these  two  superliners.  I 
think\hat  was  done  over  the  objection 
of  the\£3enator  from  Delaware  [Mr. 
Williams'L  the  Senator  from  Ohio,  and 
myself.  Frankly,  I  think  it  was  a  great 
mistake  to  authorize  their  construction, 
and  I  thinfc  irswould  be  a  great  mistake 
to  construct  them.  It  is  true  that  they 
might  have  some'.use  in  wartime.  But, 
Mr.  President,  as  ohe  has  cruised  the  seas 
a  little,  I  would  saV  that  the  world  is 
oversupplied  with  luxury  steamships. 

As  the  Senator  frona  Delaware  has 
said,  the  construction  of  theses  two  ships 
will  ultimateley  cost  the  taxpayers  $250 
million.  Once  we  take  this  first  “drink,” 
once  we  make  this  initial  appropriation 
of  $1,250,000,  we  are  gone;  w&  cannot 
“swear  off,”  and  say  we  will  stop  'it.  No, 
Mr.  President,  once  this  first  s\ep  is 
taken,  one  appropriation  will  follov^an- 
other,  and  ultimately  a  quarter  o\a 
billion  dollars  will  go  down  the  drain. 

Personally,  I  believe  that  $250  million' 
could  be  spent  for  better  purposes,  in 
other  directions.  The  present  super¬ 
liners  are  not  really  obsolete.  I  believe 
it  would  be  much  better  to  spend  that 
money  for  human  welfare.  As  I  said  in 
connection  with  the  discussion  of  the 
ship-operation  subsidies,  it  is  extraor¬ 
dinary  that  those  who  do  not  favor  pro¬ 
viding  a  dollar  to  help  the  sick,  the  poor, 
the  starving,  the  uneducated,  the  poorly 
housed — those  who  will  vote  down  any 
appropriation  for  such  purposes — will, 
nevertheless,  vote  for  these  huge  subsi¬ 
dies  for  business.  I  wish  to  make  clear 
that  I  do  not  include  in  my  statement 
the  Senator  from  Washington,  because 
he  has  not  followed  that  policy. 

The  business  interests  of  the  country, 
which  demand  a  balanced  budget,  and 
are  opposed  to  help  for  those  in  need, 
are  themselves  receiving  in  many  cases 
more  subsidies  than  almost  any  other 
group,  by  means  of  the  various  types  of 
subsidies  which  are  poured  out;  and  in 
that  connection  let  me  refer  to  the  sub¬ 
sidy  for  the  second-class  mail,  the  sub¬ 
sidy  for  the  third-class  mail,  the  subsidy 
for  ship  construction  and  operation,  the 
airline  subsidies,  the  whole  gamut  of  sub¬ 
sidies,  which,  in  total  amount,  involve 
tremendous  sum  of  money.  In  facty 
once  figured  the  total  as  more  tha^I  a 
billion  dollars  a  year. 

Personally,  I  believe  in  helping  the 
hungry,  the  sick,  the  poor,  thdse  who 
are  badly  housed,  those  who  are  under- 
educated.  I  think  such  aid  ^/productive 
in  terms  of  really  being  of  l)Zp  to  human 
beings. 

But  I  do  object  mos<f  distinctly  and 
definitely  to  pouring  >$250  million  into 
the  construction  of  two  superliners  and 
helping  those  who  /lo  not  need  such  aid. 

All  of  us  haver  crossed  the  Atlantic 
in  such  supeHmers.  We  know  how 
luxurious  they  construction  is — the  lux¬ 
urious  cabin/  dining  rooms,  lounges — 
the  whole/accoutrements;  and  nation 
competeywith  nation  in  seeing  how  lav¬ 
ish  sucl/ships  can  be. 

MiyPresident,  those  two  ships  would 
not  Primarily  be  troopships.  No  troops 
ev&f  crossed  first  class  on  the  Queen 
fury. 


So,  Mr.  President,  I  submit  that,  just 
as  it  would  have  been  a  good  policy 
for  Rip  Van  Winkle  not  to  have  taken 
that  first  drink,  so  it  will  be  an  ex¬ 
tremely  good  policy  for  the  United 
States  not  to  take  the  “first  drink” — 
which  in  this  case  would  amount  to 
an  expenditure  of  $1,250,000  but  which 
ultimately  will  cost  us  $250  million. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President - 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  5  minutes  to  my  friend,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Delaware. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  wish  to  speak  briefly  in 
support  of  the  amendment. 

Not  only  is  the  amendment  approved 
by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget;  but  in 
addition,  if  we  do  appropriate  the 
$1,250,000,  we  shall  have  appropriated 
that  much  money  to  pay  on  a  contract 
which  has  not  yet  been  signed.  As  I 
understand,  there  is  no  precedent  for 
such  procedure;  and  I  think  it  would 
>e  a  very  dangerous  precedent  to  estab- 
;h. 

year  ago,  Congress  authorized  the, 
construction  of  the  two  ships  at  a  co 
of  approximately  $200  million.  Con¬ 
gress  provided  that  after  the  Maritime 
Commission  decided  to  build  the/ships 
it  would  request  of  the  Cong/sss  an 
appropriation  before  the  contract  was 
signed. 

The  contractNhas  not  bee;/ signed ;  yet 
here  we  are  aske\to  appropriate  a  down 
payment 

Certainly  Congress  should  not  appro¬ 
priate  $1,250,000  to  ppake  a  downpay¬ 
ment  on  a  contract/which  has  not  been 
signed.  If  that  ig  done*.  Congress  will 
be  indirectly  committing\itself  to  pay 
for  construction'  of  the  t worships,  which 
will  cost  anywhere  from  $100\million  to 
$200  million/and  will  be  making  a  pay¬ 
ment  on  them  although  Congrfess  does 
not  have/any  idea  what  they  will  cost. 
Certainly  that  would  be  an  absurd\way 
to  handle  the  public  business.  Certainly 
it  would  be  ridiculous  to  make  a  pa 
ment  on  two  ships  before  the  contracts' 
fpr  their  construction  were  worked  out 
,nd  before  their  cost  was  known. 

If  the  Maritime  Commission  later  re¬ 
quests  an  appropriation  for  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  the  two  ships  and  if  Congress 
decided  to  have  them  built  that  would  be 
different. 

But  certainly  we  should  not  depart 
from  the  orderly  method  of  handling 
appropriations. 

Mr.  President,  on  the  question  of  agree¬ 
ing  to  this  amendment,  I  ask  for  the 
yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
a  sufficient  second? 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  dis¬ 
like  to  use  any  time  at  all  at  this  point; 
but  I  desire  to  tell  the  Senate  what  has 
happened. 

In  the  first  place,  the  Senate  author¬ 
ized  these  two  expensive  vessels,  one  for 
the  Pacific  and  one  for  the  Atlantic,  as 
replacements  for  present  vessels. 

In  the  second  place,  when  Congress  did 
that,  it  knew  that  we  had  paid  $109  mil¬ 
lion  for  the  use  of  the  two  Queens  as 
troop  transports  during  World  War  II, 


because  we  did  not  then  have  any  large/ 
vessels  of  our  own.  / 

Third,  it  was  clearly  understood  that 
when  these  two  vessels  were  designed, 
many  national-defense  features  would  be 
incorporated  in  their  designs.  / 

The  witnesses  stated,  furthermore,  that 
the  designs  of  these  two  ships’had  been 
authorized  in  writing,  and  tfiat  regard¬ 
less  of  whether  the  ships  were  built,  the 
Government  was  obligated  to  pay  for 
their  designs;  and  the, purpose  of  doing 
that  was  to  save  6  months  in  the  con¬ 
struction  of  the  vessels — to  speed  up 
their  construction/to  that  extent — once 
their  constructiah  was  actually  con¬ 
tracted  for.  They  stated  in  no  uncertain 
terms  that  the  General  Accounting  Office 
had  said  the  Government  was  obligated  to 
pay  that  amount.  The  amount  was  much 
larger  than  that  involved  in  the  cost  of 
small  vessels,  and  they  did  not  want 
to  set/d  precedent.  After  the  House  had 
acted",  representatives  of  the  Board  came 
be£6re  the  committee  and  told  us  they 
\yere  instructed  not  to  object  to  the  item, 

.  fiut  to  let  it  remain.  It  was  stated  there 
'  was  a  moral  and  legal  obligation  to  have 
it  remain. 

The  question  is  whether  there  will  be 
appreciated  the  fact  that  there  was  a 
6 -month  speeding  up  of  the  plans.  I 
do  not  think  there  is  any  question  about 
that,  and  I  think  we  should  stand  by  the 
House  action  in  adopting  this  item. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  back  the  re¬ 
mainder  of  my  time. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
back  the  remainder  of  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois  [Mr.  Douglas]  for  himself  and  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  [Mr.  Williams], 
On  this  question  the  yeas  and  nays  have 
been  ordered,  and  the  clerk  will  call  the 
roll. 

The  Chief  Clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr.  BibleI, 
the  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd], 
the  Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Car- 
oll],  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
r.  Chavez],  the  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware  [Mr.  Frear],  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas  [Mr.  Fulbright],  the  Senator 
fromTennessee  [Mr.  Gore],  the  Senator 
from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Green],  the 
Senator  from  Alabama  [Mr.  HillI,  the 
Senator  h;om  Minnesota  [Mr.  Hum¬ 
phrey],  th\  Senator  from  Tennessee 
[Mr.  Kefauver]  ,  the  Senator  from 
Lousiana  [Mr.  i5ong]  ,  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas  [Mr.  R^cClellan],  the  Senator 
from  Oklahoma  'Myir.  Monroney],  the 
Senator  from  Utah  RMr.  Moss],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Montana  [Mr.  Murray],  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  RMr.  Neuberger], 
the  Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr. 
O’Mahoney],  the  Senator\rom  Wiscon¬ 
sin  [Mr.  Proxmire],  the  Senator  from 
Virginia  [Mr.  Robertson],  tfie  Senator 
from  Georgia  [Mr.  Russell], \he  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Smathers],  the 
Senator  from  Alabama  [Mr.  Sparkman], 
and  the  Senator  from  Missouri  \Mr. 
Symington]  are  necessarily  absent. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  presef 
and  voting  the  Senator  from  Colorado 
[Mr.  Carroll],  the  Senator  from  New 
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Mexico  [Mte,  Chavez],  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas  [Mr.  Fulbright],  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Gore],  the  Senator 
from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Green],  the 
Senator  from  A^bama  [Mr.  Hill],  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Kefauver]  , 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Long], 
the  Senator  front.  Oklahoma  [Mr. 
Monroney],  the  Senator  from  Oregon 
I  Mr.  Neuberger  J  ,  th\  Senator  from 
Florida  [Mr.  SmatherS]  ,  the  Senator 
from  Alabama  [Mr.  Sparkman],  and  the 
Senator  from  Missouri  [Mr.  Syming¬ 
ton]  would  each  vote  “nay  A 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator Nfrom  Vir¬ 
ginia  l  Mr.  Byrd]  is  paired  with\the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Nevada  [Mr.  Bible].  If  pres¬ 
ent  and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Vir¬ 
ginia  would  vote  “yea”  and  the  Senator 
from  Nevada  would  vote  “nay. 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  fr 
Delaware  [Mr.  Frear]  is  paired  wit' 
the  Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr. 
O’Mahoney].  If  present  and  voting, 
the  Senator  from  Delaware  would  vote 
“yea”  and  the  Senator  from  Wyoming 
would  vote  “nay.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Kansas 
[Mr.  Schoeppel]  is  paired  with  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Humphrey], 
If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Kansas  would  vote  “yea”  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Minnesota  would  vote  “nay.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Wis¬ 
consin  [Mr.  Proxmire]  is  paired  with 
the  Senator  from  Montana  [Mr.  Mur¬ 
ray]  .  If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator 
from  Wisconsin  would  vote  “yea”  and 
the  Senator  from  Montana  would  vote 
“nay.” 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Maryland  [Mr.  Butler], 
the  Senators  from  Kentucky  [Mr. 
Cooper  and  Mr.  Morton],  the  Senator 
from  Iowa  [Mr.  Hickenlooper]  ,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  North  Dakota  [Mr.  Langer], 
the  Senator  from  Wisconsin  [Mr. 
Wiley],  the  Senator  .frotfT  Kansas  [Mr. 
Schoeppel],  and  the  Senator  from  New 
Hampshire  [Mr.  Bridges]  are  necessarily 
absent. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
Iowa  [Mr.  Martin]  is  absent  because  of 
illness. 

I  further  announce  that  the  Senator 
from  Kansas  [Mr.  Carlson]  and  the 
Senator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Bennett]  are 
absent  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  North  Dakota  [Mr. 
Young]  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate. 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Kansas 
[Mr.  Schoeppel]  is  paired  with  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Humphrey]. 
If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Kansas  would  vote  “yea/’  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Minnesota  wou'd  vote  “nay.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  20, 
nays  41,  as  follows: 

ZAS— 20 
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Engle 

Johnston,  S.C. 

Morse 

Ervin 

Jordan 

Muskie 

Hart 

Kennedy 

Pastore 

Hartke 

Kerr 

Saltonstall 

Hayden 

Kuchel 

Scott 

Hennings 

Magnuson 

Stennis 

Holland 

Mansfield 

Talmadge 

Jackson 

McCarthy 

Williams,  N.J. 

Javits 

McGee 

Yarborough 

Johnson',  Tex. 

McNamara 

NOT  VOTING— 

Young,  Ohio 

-36 

Bennett 

Green 

Murray 

Bible 

Hickenlooper 

Neuberger 

Bridges 

Hill 

O’Mahoney 

Butler 

Humphrey 

Proxmire 

Byrd,  Va. 

Kefauver 

Robertson 

Carlson 

Langer 

Russell 

Carroll 

Long 

Schoeppel 

Chavez 

Martin 

Smathers 

Cooper 

McClellan 

Sparkman 

Frear 

Monroney 

Symington 

Fulbright 

Morton 

Wiley 

Gore 

Moss 

Young,  N.  Dak, 

Aiken 

Dqnglas 

Mundt 

Allott 

Dworshak 

Prouty 

Bush 

fSoldwater 

Randolph 

Case,  S.  Dak. 

/ Gruening 

Smith 

Cotton  / 

'  Hruska 

Thurmond 

Curtis  / 

Keating 

Williams,  Del. 

Dirksen  / 

Lausche 

NAYS— 41 

Anderson 

Cannon 

Clark 

Bartl/tt 

Capehart 

Dodd 

Beall 

Case,  N.J. 

Eastland 

ByZd,  w.  Va. 

Church 

Ellender 

So  the  amendment  offered  by  Mr. 
Douglas  (for  himself  and  Mr.  Williams' 

wras  rejected. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  move  to  reconsider  the  vote  by 
(hich  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

SVTr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  lay  that  motion  on  the  table., 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER, 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion/to 
lay  on\the  table  the  motion  to  recon¬ 
sider. 

The  md^ion  to  lay  on  the  tajfle  was 
agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER/'  If  there 
is  no  further  amendment  to  We  proposed, 
the  question  is\on  the  engrossment  of 
the  amendments\and  thy  third  reading 
of  the  bill. 

The  amendment^.  Wre  ordered  to  be 
engrossed,  and  the  /fill  to  be  read  the 
third  time. 

The  bill  was  reafi  the\third  time. 

STRENGTHENING  OF  WHEAT  MAR¬ 
KETING  QUOTA  AND  PRICE  SUP¬ 
PORT  PROGRAM— CONFERENCE 

REPORT 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
submit  a  report  of  the  committee  of  con¬ 
ference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the 
■two  Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the 
.House  to  the  bill  (S.  1968)  to  strengthen 
4he  wheat  marketing  quota  and  price 
support  program.  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  for  the  present  consideration  of  the 
report. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  re¬ 
port  will  be  read  for  the  information  of 
the  Senate. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  the  report. 

(For  conference  report,  see  House  pro¬ 
ceedings  of  today.) 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  conference  report? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Sen¬ 
ate  proceeded  to  consider  the  report. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  the 
conferees  worked  on  this  report  for  2 
successive  days,  and  finally  came  to 
agreement. 

It  will  be  recalled  that  under  the  Sen¬ 
ate  version  of  the  bill  those  farmers  who 
desired  to  plant  them  full  farm  acreage 
allotments  would  receive  price  support 
at  65  percent  of  parity;  those  farmers 
who  desired  to  cut  the  acreage  planted 
10  percent  below  their  allotments  would 
receive  75  percent  of  parity;  and  those 


farmers  who  desired  80  percent  of  par¬ 
ity — 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr. 
President,  may  we  have  order  in  the 
Chamber  ^ 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senate  will  be  in  order. 

The  Senator  from  Louisiana  may  pro¬ 
ceed. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Those  farmers  who 
desired  80  percent  of  parity  would  agree 
to  cut  their  acreage  20  percent  below 
their  acreage  allotments. 

The  House  bill  provided  for  price  sup¬ 
ports  at  90  percent  of  parity  and  a  25 
percent  cut  in  each  farm  acreage  allot- 
.  ment. 

The  conferees  compromised  their  dif¬ 
ferences  by  providing  for  price  support 
of  80  percent  of  parity  with  a  20  percent 
cut  in  farm  acreage  allotments. 

The  conferees  also  agreed  that  in  order 
to  prevent  the  diversion  of  such  20-per¬ 
cent  cut  in  acreage  to  the  production  of 
other  crops,  the  farmer  would  get  wheat 
nice  support  only  if  he  did  not  plant  the 
acreage  representing  the  20 -percent  cut 
to  other  price-supported  crops.  Further 
if  he  did  not  plant  those  acres  to  any 
crops  whatever  for  harvest  and  did  not 
graze  them,  he  would  receive  in  kind  one- 
third  of  the  average  annual  wheat  yield 
for  the  number  of  acres  representing 
the  20 -percent  cut. 

The  rest  of  the  bill  is  almost  identical 
to  that  which  the  Senate  voted  upon  last 
week. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr. 
President,  may  we  have  order  in  the 
Chamber? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 

Senate  will  be  in  order. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  cannot 
hear  what  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
is  saying.  I  should  like  to  know  what  the 
Senator  is  talking  about. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 

Senator  from  Louisiana  may  proceed. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  We  tightened  up  the 
marketing  penalty  by  raising  the  rate  of 
penalty  to  65  percent  of  parity  instead  of 
45  percent,  as  now  provided  in  the  law. 

The  15-acre  exemption  was  reduced 
to  12  acres  and  was  otherwise  restricted 
as  provided  in  the  bill  passed  by  the 
Senate. 

Repeal  of  the  30-acre  limitation  on  the 
feed  wheat  exemption  was  also  agreed  to. 
If  the  conference  report  is  agreed  to, 
that  provision  will  become  the  law. 

All  of  the  provisions  I  have  just  dis¬ 
cussed  are  limited  to  the  1960  and  1961 
crops,  as  they  were  in  the  Senate  bill. 

The  limitation  on  the  amount  of  price 
support  for  wheat  provided  by  the  con¬ 
ference  substitute  is  $35,000  per  pro¬ 
ducer  per  year. 

Mr.  President,  I  believe  that  covers 
what  the  conferees  did.  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  to  have  printed  in  the 
Record  at  this  point  a  full  explanation  of 
the  conference  substitute  and  comparison 
of  the  provisions. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Short  Explanation  of  Conference 
Substitute 

The  conference  substitute,  with  respect 
to  the  1960  and  1961  wheat  crops,  would — • 


1959 
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1.  Provide  price  support  at  80  percent  of 
parity; 

2.  Reduce  each  farm  acreage  allotment  by 
20  percent; 

3.  Prevent  the  diversion  of  such  20  per¬ 
cent  to  other  price  supported  crops  (by  con¬ 
ditioning  wheat  price  support  on  reducing 
the  acreage  of  price  supported  crops  below 
the  1957-58  average  by  an  acreage  equal 
to  such  20  percent) ; 

4.  Provide  a  payment  in  kind  (one-third 
of  the  average  annual  yield)  on  acreage  equal 
to  such  20  percent,  if  such  acreage  is  not 
harvested  or  grazed; 

5.  Impose  penalties  on  the  actual  yield  of 
the  excess  acres  (or  double  the  normal  yield 
if  the  actual  yield  is  not  shown) ; 

6.  Increase  the  marketing  penalty  to  65 
percent  of  parity  (from  45  percent) ; 

7.  Reduce  the  15-acre  exemption  to  12,  and 
restrict  it  to  farms  which  planted  wheat  in 
1957,  1958,  or  1959  and  to  producers  who 
produce  wheat  on  only  one  farm; 

8.  Remove  the  30-acre  limitation  on  the 
feed  wheat  exemption;  and 

9.  Restrict  to  farms  complying  with  their 
allotments  the  right  to  withdraw  wheat 
stored  from  a  previous  crop  to  avoid  penalty. 

The  substitute  would,  permanently — 

(A)  Limit  wheat  price  support  to  $35,000 
per  producer  per  year; 

(B)  Repeal  the  200-bushel  exemption; 

(C)  Prevent  an  acreage  history  penalty 
where,  by  reason  of  production  failure,  the 
producer  has  no  marketing  excess  which 
he  can  store  to  avoid  such  a  penalty; 

(D)  Repeal  authority  for  price  support  for 
noncooperators  for  any  basic  agricultural 
commodity;  and 

(E)  Repeal  a  provision  requiring  the 
county  agent  or  the  local  committee  chair¬ 
man  to  keep  an  additional  copy  of  the  acre¬ 
age  allotment  list  for  each  commodity. 


Comparison  of  Conference  Substitute 

With  Senate  Bill  and  House  Amend¬ 
ment 

The  conference  substitute  provides  for 
1960  and  1961  wheat  price  support  at  80  per¬ 
cent  of  parity  with  a  20-percent  reduction  in 
acreage  allotments.  These  provisions  are  in 
lieu  of  the  Senate  provisions  for  support  at 
65  percent  with  no  cut,  75  percent  with  a 
voluntary  70-percent  cut,  and  80  percent 
with  a  20-percent  cut,  and  in  lieu  of  the 
House  provision  for  90-percent  support  with 
a  2'5-percent  cut.  Like  the  House  amend¬ 
ment,  the  substitute  provides  for  diversion 
from  all  price  supported  crops  of  the  acre¬ 
age  representing  the  20-percent  cut,  provides 
for  a  payment  in  kind  equal  to  one-third  of 
the  average  annual  yield  of  the  diverted 
acres,  if  they  are  diverted  from  all  annual 
crops  and  grazing  in  addition  to  being  di¬ 
verted  from  price  supported  crops,  and  pre¬ 
vents  the  diverted  acreage  from  being  put  in 
the  conservation  reserve.  The  House  provi¬ 
sion  providing  price  support  for  noncooper¬ 
ators  if  marketing  quotas  should  be  disap¬ 
proved  is  not  contained  in  the  substitute. 
If  marketing  quotas  should  be  disapproved, 
price  support  at  50  percent  of  parity  would 
be  made  available  only  to  cooperators,  as 
provided  by  existing  law.  No  change  was 
made  in  the  existing  provision  of  law  which 
fixes  the  minimum  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  resale  price  for  wheat  at  105  per¬ 
cent  of  the  current  support  price,  plus  car¬ 
rying  charges. 

In  order  to  qualify  for  the  payment  in  kind 
provided  for  by  the  House  provision  con¬ 
tained  in  the  conference  substitute,  the  pro¬ 
ducer  is  required,  in  accordance  with  regula¬ 
tions  prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  to  desig¬ 
nate  an  acreage  on  the  farm  equal  to  the  20- 
percent  reduction  in  the  farm  acreage  allot¬ 
ment.  A  great  deal  of  authority  has  been  left 
in  this  matter  to  the  discretion  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary.  The  intention  of  the  conferees,  of 
course,  is  that  an  acreage  of  cropland  approx¬ 


imately  equal  in  productive  capacity  to  the 
producer’s  wheat  acreage  shall  be  designated, 
but  experience  under  the  Soil  Bank  Act  has 
shown  that  it  is  difficult  to  spell  out  this  in¬ 
tention  within  the  rigid  framework  of  law. 
The  conference  therefore  leaves  it  to  regula¬ 
tion,  which  may  be  adapted  to  new  cases  or 
problems  as  they  arise.  The  Secretary  is  ex¬ 
pected  to  issue  such  regulations  as  may  be 
necessary  to  effect  the  reduction  in  produc¬ 
tion  contemplated  by  this  provision. 

The  House  provision  for  a  $35,000  limita¬ 
tion  on  wheat  price  support  was  adopted  in 
lieu  of  the  Senate  limitation  on  price  support 
for  all  commodities. 

Under  the  conference  substitute  the  mar¬ 
keting  excess,  where  actual  production  is 
shown,  would  be  the  actual  production  of  the 
excess  acres,  whatever  it  might  be.  This 
conforms  to  the  Senate  bill  and  differs  from 
the  House  amendment  in  that  the  House 
amendment  reduced  the  marketing  excess  to 
zero  whenever  the  total  production  on  the 
allotted  and  excess  acres  did  not  exceed  the 
normal  production  of  the  allotted  acres. 

The  marketing  penalty  would  be  increased 
to  65  percent  of  parity,  from  45  percent,  that 
being  the  effect  of  both  the  Senate  bill  and 
the  House  amendment. 

The  Senate  provisions  reducing  and  re¬ 
stricting  the  15-acre  exemption  are  con¬ 
tained  in  the  substitute.  These  provisions 
do  not  affect  the  provision  in  both  the  Sen¬ 
ate  and  House  bills  and  the  conference  sub¬ 
stitute  permitting  a  producer  to  produce  as 
much  wheat  as  he  wants  if  he  uses  it  all  on 
the  farm  where  produced. 

The  Senate  provision  restricting  to  farms 
complying  with  their  allotments  the  right  to 
withdraw  penalty  wheat  from  storage  was 
adopted. 

The  Senate  provision  repealing  authority 
for  price  support  for  noncooperators  in  the 
case  of  any  basic  agricultural  commodity  is 
contained  in  the  substitute. 

The  substance  of  the  House  provision  pro¬ 
viding  that  a  producer  shall  not  suffer  an 
acreage  history  penalty  where,  because  of 
underproduction,  he  has  no  marketing  ex¬ 
cess  to  store  in  order  to  avoid  the  penalty  is 
contained  in  the  substitute. 

The  substitute  would  repeal  the  200  bushel 
exemption  permanently,  as  provided  by  the 
House,  rather  than  for  only  2  years  as  pro¬ 
vided  by  the  Senate. 

No  change  would  be  made  in  the  existing 
law  prescribing  eligibility  for  voting  in  the 
quota  referendum. 

House  provisions  repealing  obsolete  provi¬ 
sions  and  repealing  a  duplicate  recordkeep¬ 
ing  requirement  are  also  contained  in  the 
substitute. 

Both  the  Senate  bill  and  the  House  amend¬ 
ment  restrict  wheat  price  supports  in  1960 
and  1961  to  producers  in  the  commercial 
wheat  producing  area.  The  Senate  bill  con¬ 
tained  a  very  clear  specific  provision  on  this 
point.  The  House  amendment  provided  that 
price  support  would  be  available  only  if  "the 
farm  on  which  the  wheat  is  produced  is  in 
compliance  with  the  farm  wheat  acreage 
allotment."  Farms  do  not  have  wheat  acre¬ 
age  allotments  in  the  noncommercial  area 
and  therefore  farms  in  such  area  cannot 
qualify  for  price  support  under  the  bill. 
This  provision  of  the  House  amendment  was 
contained  in  the  first  section  of  the  House 
amendment.  The  first  section  of  the  con¬ 
ference  substitute  follows  the  first  section 
of  the  House  amendment  and  therefore 
adopts  the  language  of  the  House  amend¬ 
ment  on  this  point.  I  have  described  this 
situation  to  make  it  clear  that  the  conference 
substitute  provides  wheat  price  support  for 
1960  and  1961  only  in  the  commercial  area. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield  for  a  ques¬ 
tion. 


Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Will  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  state  what  was  the  dif¬ 
ference  between  the  Senate  bill  and  the 
House  bill  in  dealing  with  the  use  which 
might  be  made  of  the  acreage  which  was 
taken  out  of  production,  in  order  to  ob¬ 
tain  increased  compensation? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  House  provided 
that  those  farmers  who  cut  acreage  20 
percent,  if  nothing  at  all  were  planted 
on  that  acreage,  would  be  paid  in  kind, 
out  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  stocks,  one-third  of  the  average  an¬ 
nual  wheat  yield  for  the  farm  multiplied 
by  the  number  of  acres  represented  by 
the  reduction. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Was  that  provision  in 
the  original  House  bill? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes.  We  accepted 
the  House  provision. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  The  Senate  bill  con¬ 
templated  giving  to  the  farmer  the  right 
to  plant  the  acreage  taken  out  of. pro¬ 
duction.  That  is  correct,  is  it  not? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  There  was  no  such 
payment-in-kind  provision  in  the  Sen¬ 
ate  bill ;  the  Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  There  was  no  restric¬ 
tion  against  the  use  of  the  acreage  taken 
out  of  production? 

Mr.  ELLENDER-.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect.  The  Senate  bill  contained  no  such 
restriction. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  So  the  conferees 
agreed  to  accept  the  House  version? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect. 

Mr.  President,  if  the  conference  re¬ 
port  is  agreed  to,  the  end  result  will 
be  a  reduction  in  acreage  of  about  11 
million  acres.  If  we  take  into  considera¬ 
tion  the  conservation  reserve  acres 
amounting  to  2V2  million,  which  will  not 
be  planted  to  wheat,  it  will  mean  a  total 
reduction  in  the  wheat  planting  this 
year  of  13  Vz  million  acres.  With  the  re¬ 
duction  in  the  15-acre  exemption  provi¬ 
sion,  and  other  tightening  of  the  law, 
I  estimate  that  the  total  reduction  in 
the  production  of  wheat  will  amount  to 
about  250  million  to  300  million  bushels. 
As  a  result  the  cost  of  the  program  will 
be  reduced  by  about  $150  million  to  $200 
million  each  year. 

Mr.  President,  I  hope  the  conference 
report  will  be  agreed  to. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota,  Is  it  not 
correct  to  say  that  the  prospective  re¬ 
duction  of  production  of  wheat  to  be 
achieved  in  this  way  will  be  far  greater 
than  that  to  be  achieved  by  way  of  the 
soil  bank,  and  that  it  will  be  achieved 
at  much  less  expense? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  There  can  be  no 
question  about  that,  I  will  say  to  my  good 
friend  from  South  Dakota. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
Mr.  President,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
I  should  like  to  invite  the  attention  of 
the  Senate  to  the  fact  that,  in  regard 
to  the  15-acre  exemption  being  reduced 
to  12  acres,  no  new  farmers  can  take  ad¬ 
vantage  of  that. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  was  a  provi¬ 
sion  in  the  Senate  bill. 
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Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  I  had 
hoped  very  much  that  we  might  enact 
legislation  which  would  alleviate  the 
wheat  situation  and  reduce  our  surpluses 
somewhat. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  may  we 
have  order  in  the  Chamber? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senate  will  be  in  order. 

The  Senator  from  Vermont  may  pro¬ 
ceed. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  I  had 
hoped  that  could  be  done  without  seri¬ 
ously  affecting  farm  income.  For  that 
reason,  I  voted  for  the  bill  which  was  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate  a  couple  of  weeks  ago, 
in  the  hope  that  when  the  bill  reached 
the  House  it  would  be  modified  suffi¬ 
ciently  so  as  to  overcome  my  objections. 
However,  that  has  not  been  done,  and  I 
should  like  to  say  why  I  was  unable  to 
sign  the  conference  report  on  the  bill. 

The  bill  provides  for  price  supports  at 
80  percent  of  parity,  which  means  rais¬ 
ing  the  support  price  on  wheat  about 
11.9  cents  a  bushel  above  what  it  would 
otherwise  be  at  the  75  percent  of  parity 
level,  at  a  time  when  other  countries  are 
increasing  their  production  and  the 
price  trend  all  over  the  world  is  down¬ 
ward.  It  does  not  appear  to  me  that 
this  is  the  time  to  undertake  to  raise 
prices  or  to  increase  support  prices. 

The  conference  bill  would  require  each 
farmer  to  reduce  his  wheat  acreage  al¬ 
lotment  by  20  percent.  It  will  mean 
less  money,  less  gross  income,  for  the 
wheat  farmer  if  he  has  to  reduce  his 
acreage  allotment  by  20  percent  and  re¬ 
ceive  80  percent  of  parity  price  support, 
compared  to  what  he  would  receive  un¬ 
der  the  law  as  it  is  now,  or  even  com¬ 
pared  to  what  he  would  receive  if  he 
were  authorized  to  plant  100  percent  of 
his  allotment  and  were  paid  65  percent 
of  parity. 

So  I  could  not  approve  the  conference 
report,  because  it  would  have  the  effect  of 
reducing  farm  income.  As  we  reduce 
production  and  the  number  of  allotted 
acres  on  a  farm  and  with  the  highly 
mechanized  produciton  of  today  and  the 
high  overhead  costs,  we  increase  the 
costs  of  producing  each  bushel,  so  the 
farmers’  net  income  would  also  be 
further  reduced. 

The  bill  provides  that  if  the  farmer  de¬ 
cides  to  leave  unplanted  the  20  percent 
which  he  is  required  to  take  off  his  wheat 
allotment,  and  plants  nothing  at  all  on 
it,  he  may  be  paid  in  wheat,  to  the  ex¬ 
tent  of  one-third  of  the  amount  which 
he  has  been  raising  on  such  land  over 
the  last  3-year  period.  This  would  not 
necessarily  reduce  production,  because 
he  would  not  be  obliged  to  do  that.  He 
could  simply  plant  his  80  percent  of  a 
normal  allotment  of  wheat,  and  plant  the 
rest  of  the  farm  in  sorghum,  corn,  oats, 
soybeans,  or  whatever  he  wished.  He 
would  be  penalized  only  to  the  extent 
that  he  could  not  get  price  supports  on 
that  part  of  his  wheat  allotment  which 
he  is  permitted  to  plant  legally.  So  I 
doubt  if  the  final  result  would  be  much 
of  an  overall  reduction  in  the  production 
of  all  grains,  including  wheat  and  feed 
grains,  because  most  farmers,  when  they 
can  do  so,  prefer  to  plant  a  crop  of  sor¬ 
ghum,  at  50  bushels  to  the  acre,  or  corn, 


at  100  bushels  to  the  acre,  rather  than  to 
take  pay  fo'r  wheat  at  8  bushels  to  the 
acre  for  not  raising  anything  at  all. 

There  are  many  features  in  the  biir 
which  are  good  and  desirable.  I  would 
like  to  have  them  enacted  by  themselves, 
because  I  see  no  reason  why  they  should 
not  be  adopted.  However,  they  are  tied 
in  with  other  provisions  to  which  I  can¬ 
not  agree. 

There  is  one  provision  which  limits 
price  support  for  wheat  to  $35,000  a  year 
for  a  single  producer.  I  think  it  is  un¬ 
fair  to  single  out  wheat  for  such  a  limi¬ 
tation.  We  are  letting  peanuts,  cotton, 
tobacco,  corn,  tung  oil,  and  naval  stores, 
some  of  which  run  into  tremendous  fig¬ 
ures,  go  scot  free,  so  far  as  a  limitation 
is  concerned;  but  we  place  a  $35,000  limi¬ 
tation  on  the  wheat  farmer. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  wish 
to  commend  the  Senator  from  Vermont 
for  what  he  has  just  said  in  connection 
with  the  $35,000  limitation.  I  was  the 
author  of  the  amendment  which  reduced 
the  limitation  to  $35,000.  Certainly,  in 
all  fairness  to  the  wheat  farmer  and  all 
other  farmers,  it  should  be  applicable  to 
all  farmers  on  the  basis  of  equality. 

As  I  pointed  out  in  the  debate  at  the 
time  the  bill  was  passed,  there  was  one 
coton  operation  in  the  South  which  was 
drawing  more  than  $114  million  in  sup¬ 
port  loans,  and  it  was  not  even  owned  by 
American  citizens.  Under  this  proposal, 
we  shall  continue  to  pay  $1  million  to  $1.5 
million  in  supports  to  non- American  citi¬ 
zens  who  are  producing  cotton  at  the 
same  time  we  are  restricting  the  Ameri- 
oan  citizen  who  is  producing  wheat.  I  do 
not  believe  that  such  discrimination  can 
be  justified  by  any  line  of  reasoning.  I 
am  in  favor  of  the  amendment,  but  it 
should  have  been  made  applicable  to  all 
commodities. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  Senator  is  collect. 
There  is  no  reason  in  the  world  why  the 
wheat  farmer  should  be  singled  out  for 
this  particular  type  of  penalty. 

I  expect  that  the  conference  report  will 
be  approved  by  the  Senate.  I  believe  that 
a  majority  of  Senators  present  will  fa¬ 
vor  it.  The  bill  will  probably  be  sent  to 
the  White  House. 

It  is  with  something  of  a  sense  of  futil¬ 
ity  that  I  see  this  action  taken,  although 
I  cannot  say  with  certainty  what  the  re¬ 
sult  would  be  if  no  legislation  were 
passed  at  this  time.  We  would  continue 
for  another  year  under  the  present  law. 
It  might  be  that  we  would  accumulate 
another  200  million  bushels  of  surplus 
wheat  during  the  next  year  under  the 
present  law.  It  is  possible  that  we  might 
not.  We  have  had  many  good  years  in 
succession,  which  have  resulted  in  our 
accumulating  a  very  large  supply  of 
wheat — not  only  reserves,  but  surplus  as 
well. 

However,  some  good  comes  from  that. 

I  believe  that  America’s  surplus  stores  of 
wheat  have  done  more  than  anything 
else  to  stabilize  the  political  and  eco¬ 
nomic  situation  around  the  world.  I 
know  that  the  supply  of  wheat  which  we 
have  had,  and  which  we  have  turned  over 
to  other  countries  as  the  need  has  indi¬ 


cated,  has  prevented  inflation,  hoarding, 
poverty,  and  possibly  famine  in  some 
countries.  There  are  worse  things  than 
having  surpluses.  There  are  worse 
things  than  having  enough  to  eat  and 
wear  and  a  little  more. 

So,  rather  than  support  a  measure 
which  I  feel  would  not  improve  the  sit¬ 
uation,  and  would  discriminate  against 
the  wheatgrower,  and  possibly  get  us 
into  more  trouble  than  we  are  in  now,  I 
would  much  rather  continue  for  another 
year  under  the  present  law.  There  are 
hazards  involved  in  that  course,  but 
there  are  hazards  involved  in  connection 
with  this  bill,  as  well. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  yield  for  a  question. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  What  would  the  sup¬ 
port  price  be  if  this  legislation  were  not 
enacted? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  It  would  be  75  percent 
of  parity.  I  think  that  is  about  $1.78  a 
bushel.  If  this  bill  should  become  law, 
the  support  price  of  wheat  would  be 
about  $1.90,  or  11.9  cents  a  bushel  more 
than  it  would  be  if  no  new  legislation 
were  enacted  at  this  time. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Would  the  support 
price  go  below  75  percent  of  parity  if  no 
new  legislation  were  enacted? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  No;  it  would  not. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Let  me  ask  one  further 
question.  Who  makes  the  election  as  to 
whether  or  not  to  reduce  by  20  percent? 
Is  it  the  individual  farmer,  or  is  there 
to  be  a  referendum? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Each  wheatgrower  will 
be  required  to  reduce  his  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  by  20  percent.  If  he  plants  nothing 
on  such  diverted  land,  he  may  be  paid 
in  kind  at  the  rate  of  one-third  of  the 
amount  of  wheat  which  he  would  prob¬ 
ably  raise  on  that  land.  If  he  desires 
to  plant  it  to  corn,  sorghum,  or  some 
other  crop,  then  he  will  not  receive  sup¬ 
port  on  that  part  of  his  normal  allot¬ 
ment  which  he  is  permitted  to  plant, 
namely,  80  percent. 

However,  there  are  some  parts  of  the  . 
country  where,  notwithstanding  the  sin- 
plus,  the  price  in  the  general  market  has 
not  gone  below  the  support  level  for 
some  years.  I  refer  to  the  area  in  west¬ 
ern  Kansas  and  Nebraska,  and  parts  of 
the  Dakotas  and  Montana,  where  the 
price  has  held  up  very  well.  In  those 
areas  there  would  be  a  tendency  to  plant 
all  the  acreage  allowed  for  wheat,  fore¬ 
go  the  supports,  and  plant  the  diverted 
'acreage  to  some  other  crop,  depending 
upon  the  open  market  for  wheat. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  In  the  areas  to  which 
the  Senator  has  just  referred,  there 
would  be  a  tendency  to  produce  as  much 
as  possible,  which  would  militate  against 
the  overall  reduction  in  production. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  think  there  would  be  as 
much  wheat  as  the  farmers  were  per¬ 
mitted  to  produce,  and  also  as  much 
sorghum,  corn,  oats,  barley,  or  soybeans 
as  could  be  produced  on  the  other  land. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  To  the  extent  that 
happened,  the  objective  of  the  bill,  to  re¬ 
duce  production  of  wheat,  would  be  de¬ 
feated. 
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Mr.  AIKEN.  Yes.  That  is  why  I  am 
not  approving  the  conference  report.  I 
believe  the  Senator  from  Nebraska  is  en¬ 
tirely  correct. 

Mr.  GOLDWATER.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  from  Vermont  yield  to 
me  in  order  that  I  may  request  the  yeas 
and  nays  on  the  conference  report? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  at  that  point? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  It  was  hoped  that 
we  could  dispose  of  the  conference  re¬ 
port  without  a  yea-and-nay  vote,  and 
certain  Senators  were  given  that  assur¬ 
ance. 

Mr.  GOLDWATER.  Also,  we  were 
given  the  assurance  that  there  would  be 
no  votes  tonight. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  GOLDWATER.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays  on  the  con¬ 
ference  report. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  not  ordered. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  do 
not  believe  that  any  member  of  the  con¬ 
ference  committee,  either  from  the  Sen¬ 
ate  or  from  the  House,  believes  that  the 
bill  as  it  comes  from  the  conference  is  a 
perfect  solution  to  the  wheat  problem.  I 
certainly  did  not  think  so,  and  I  did  not 
hear  any  such  expression  from  any  other 
member.  However,  it  seems  to  me  that 
if  we  are  to  face  the  facts  of  life  in  con¬ 
nection  with  wheat,  we  must  realize  that 
what  we  are  doing  now  is  comparing 
what  we  may  do  under  the  program  in 
the  conference  report  with  what  has 
happened  and  would  continue  to  happen 
under  existing  law. 

The  Senator  from  Florida  reluctantly 
approves  any  increase  in  the  support 
price,  but  he  thinks  that  the  80  percent, 
which  is  an  increase  from  75  percent,  is 
more  than  offset  by  the  reduction  by  20 
percent  in  the  allotted  acreage  and  the 
reduction  in  production  thereby  brought 
about;  also  by  the  reduction  of  the  small 
exempt  farms  from  15  to  12  acres,  and 
also  by  the  reduction  that  comes  from 
the  much  heavier  penalties  on  over¬ 
planting.  I  wish  Senators  to  believe  me 
that  overplanting  has  been  a  very  serious 
addition  to  our  problem. 

Under  the  proposed  legislation  there 
is  no  doubt  that  we  will  accomplish  two 
things  which  we  are  not  accomplishing 
under  the  present  law.  One  of  those 
two  things  is  that  we  will  materially  re¬ 
duce  the  production  of  wheat  in  the  first 
year  the  act  will  apply,  thereby  start  to 
cut  down  the  surpluses. 

The  second  thing  is  that  we  will  mate¬ 
rially  reduce  the  cost  to  the  Govern¬ 
ment  of  carrying  this  program. 

Both  of  those  things  the  Senator  from 
Florida  believes  are  values  to  be  sought. 

Without  pretending  that  this  legisla¬ 
tion  is  perfect  or  that  it  offers  a  full 
solution  to  the  problem,  let  me  say  it  will 
make  the  first  successful  attack  toward 
reduction  of  the  surpluses  and  the  first 
successful  attack  toward  the  reduction 
of  the  cost  to  the  Government  of  this 
program. 

Because  we  exhausted  every  possibility, 
the  Senator  from  Florida  approved  of 
this  report,  and  has  no  apologies  to  make 
for  so  doing.  He  will  vote  for  it  because 


he  believes  it  gets  us  somewhere  on  the 
trail  that  we  must  travel  in  order  ulti¬ 
mately  to  get  rid  of  the  overwhelming 
surpluses  and  get  rid  of  the  overwhelm¬ 
ing  expense  to  the  Government. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  as  one 
of  the  conferees,  I  should  like  to  tell  the 
Senate  that  I  voted  for  the  conference 
report  with  considerable  reluctance.  I 
voted  for  it  only  because  it  seemed  to  me 
that  it  was  better  than  the  alternatives 
which  confront  the  country  and  the 
wheatgrowers  at  this  time,  in  view  of 
the  generally  confused  attitude  on  the 
part  of  the  various  farm  organizations 
interested  in  the  program  and  the  Mem¬ 
bers  of  both  the  Senate  and  the  House. 

I  would  have  preferred  to  have  the 
price  support  level  set  higher  than  80 
percent.  At  one  time  it  looked  in  the 
conference  as  though  we  might  be  able 
to  prevail  with  a  20-percent  reduction  of 
acreage  at  a  price  support  of  perhaps 
82  y2  percent.  However,  that  amend¬ 
ment  was  voted  down.  There  were 
other  members  of  the  conference  who 
felt  that  75  percent  was  as  high  as  we 
should  set  the  price  support.  So  finally, 
as  a  compromise — as  all  conferences 
work  out  to  be  compromises — the  price 
support  of  80  percent,  with  a  crop  re¬ 
duction  of  20  percent,  was  agreed  to. 

I  believe  that  the  majority  of  the  con¬ 
ferees  from  the  start  began  their  delib¬ 
erations  with  the  concept  in  mind  that 
it  is  imperative  that  we  begin  reducing 
the  tremendous  wheat  surplus,  because 
to  fail  to  do  so  might  jeopardize  the  en¬ 
tire  farm  program,  not  only  for  the 
wheat  producers,  but  also  for  other 
farmers  and  other  products  as  well. 

Having  accepted  that  concept,  we 
were  equally  determined  that  it  was 
manifestly  unfair  to  say  to  the  wheat 
farmer  that,  because  it  is  in  the  public 
interest  and  policy  that  we  reduce  the 
surpluses,  the  wheat  producer,  the 
farmer,  must  pay  the  costs  of  that  re¬ 
duction. 

We  were  not  interested,  in  the  confer¬ 
ence,  in  trying  to  reduce  farm  income. 
We  were  not  interested  in  reducing  the 
price  the  farmer  receives  for  his  wheat. 
That  is  not  the  proper  way  to  bring 
about  a  reduction  in  production.  We 
were  interested  in  reducing  production. 
We  recognized,  in  fairness,  that  if  we 
pull  the  production  down,  obviously  we 
must  push  the  price  support  up,  or  we 
do  irreparable  damage  to  the  farmer. 

I  have  watched  with  some  interest 
tonight  the  Senate  twice  manifest  itself 
by  overwhelming  yea-and-nay  votes  in 
conformity  with  the  concept  that  cer¬ 
tain  interests  in  this  country  are  enti¬ 
tled  to  a  subsidy,  or  a  floor,  or  a  fixed 
price. 

As  the  yea-and-nay  votes  on  this  issue 
will  disclose  in  the  Congressional  Rec¬ 
ord,  when  we  talk  about  subsidizing 
ships  and  subsidizing  salaries  and  subsi¬ 
dizing  wages,  no  one  seems  to  have  any 
particular  qualms  about  it  when  speak¬ 
ing  for  the  majority  of  the  Senate.  How¬ 
ever,  when  it  comes  to  something  so 
basic  as  agriculture,  we  always  find  per¬ 
sons  who  are  glad  to  jump  up  and  worry 
about  the  fact  that  a  proposal  may  in¬ 
volve  some  kind  of  subsidy. 


Because  the  parity  figure  fluctuates  a 
good  deal,  and  because  the  parity  for¬ 
mula  is  so  complicated  that  no  Member 
of  the  Senate  can  work  it  out  for  him¬ 
self,  we  have  some  deviations  as  to  what 
this  bill  is  going  to  do  to  the  price  of 
wheat. 

We  all  believe  it  will  bring  about  a 
price  of  wheat  of  around  $1.90.  I  believe 
that  it  is  going  to  be  about  8  or  9  cents  a 
bushel  more  than  would  be  received  at 
75  percent  of  parity.  The  distinguished 
Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr.  AikenJ  be¬ 
lieves  that  it  will  be  11  or  12  cents.  But 
whatever  it  is,  for  this  little  additional 
income  per  bushel  of  wheat  the  fanner 
receives,  America  gets  some  pretty  big 
dividends  from  the  standpoint  of  moving 
in  the  direction  of  reducing  the  tremen¬ 
dous  surpluses  of  wheat.  Inadvertently 
the  distinguished  chairman  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  said  that  it  would  reduce  the  sur¬ 
pluses  by  about  250,000  or  300,000 
bushels.  I  know  he  meant  millions  of 
bushels,  and  I  know  the  Record  will  be 
corrected  in  conformity. 

The  program  not  only  takes  the  20 
percent  out  of  production  in  the  Wheat 
Belt,  but  it  does  something  that  has  been 
badly  needed  to  be  done  for  some  time. 
It  starts  to  bring  the  wheat  production 
back  to  the  wheat  country.  It  starts  to 
reduce  the  size  of  the  15-acre  exempt 
farms.  It  cuts  them  also  by  20  percent, 
and  reduces  them  to  12  acres. 

It  provides,  in  addition,  for  a  very 
sharp  tightening  up  against  overplant¬ 
ing.  I  do  not  believe  that  what  my 
friend  from  Omaha  envisions  can  hap¬ 
pen,  because  there  is  going  to  be  no  op¬ 
portunity  or  incentive  for  a  farmer  to 
rush  in  madly  and  overproduce  wheat. 
The  penalties  are  too  severe.  He  will 
suffer  a  loss  in  historic  acreage  and  a 
sharp  loss  in  income. 

.  If  the  farmers  approve  the  legislation 
in  a  referendum,  as  I  suspect  they  will, 
we  will  not  have  to  worry  about  over- 
planting,  as  has  happened  in  the  past. 

Furthermore,  Mr.  President,  on  the 
credit  side  of  this  legislation  is  the  fact 
that  it  brings  into  operation  a  concept 
which  a  great  many  persons,  including 
a  great  many  Members  of  Congress, 
favor — and  my  colleague  from  South 
Dakota  at  one  time  offered  an  amend¬ 
ment  in  committee  in  that  connection — 
namely,  to  start  using  the  surplus  grain 
to  pay  the  rent  required  by  the  farmer 
to  provide  him  with  the  income  he  lost 
because  of  a  curtailment  in  his  produc¬ 
tion.  We  provide  these  payments — and 
in  my  State  they  will  average  about 
$10  an  acre — from  the  surpluses  which 
have  already  been  accumulated.  Conse¬ 
quently,  some  of  the  surpluses  will  be 
put  to  work  to  rent  the  land  which  has 
remained  idle,  and  thus  help  us  solve 
this  difficult  situation. 

So,  Mr.  President,  while  I  regret  deeply 
that  the  price  supports  are  only  80  per¬ 
cent — and  I  wish  they  could  have  been 
82  y2  percent  or  85  percent — it  seems  to 
me  that  within  the  spectrum  of  the  alter¬ 
natives  confronting  us  the  conference 
committee  did  the  only  thing  it  could 
do  by  bringing  back  the  kind  of  legisla¬ 
tion  which  will  for  the  first  time  in  many 
years  move  the  country  in  the  direction 
of  reducing  the  wheat  surpluses  and 
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begin  to  provide  something  in  the  nature 
of  an  approach  to  the  solution  of  the 
farm  problem. 

In  conclusion,  I  pay  my  respects  to  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr. 
Holland]  who,  as  all  Senators  know,  has 
been  a  consistent  supporter  of  the  75 
percent  concept,  and  who  backed  away 
a  considerable  figure  from  his  consistent 
position,  in  the  interest  of  harmony,  in 
the  interest  of  compromise,  in  the  inter¬ 
est  of  a  successful  conference,  and 
joined  us  in  providing,  at  least,  for  an 
80  percent  price  support,  which  does  rec¬ 
ognize  the  basic  theory  that  when  farm¬ 
ers  are  compelled  to  plant  less  soil  and 
raise  less  grain,  we  then  owe  them  the 
obligation  to  increase  the  price  of  the 
product  which  they  raise. 

If  we  are  to  have  any  consistency  at  all 
in  Congress,  which  votes'  overwhelm¬ 
ingly  to  subsidize  the  building  of  ships, 
which  votes  overwhelmingly  to  subsidize 
the  sailing  of  ships,  it  is  necessary  to  sub¬ 
sidize,  underwrite,  stabilize,  and  stand¬ 
ardize  a  great  many  of  the  costs  which 
the  farmer  has  to  pay  in  his  farming 
operation. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  regret 
very  much  that  this  very  important  mat¬ 
ter  comes  on  for  debate  at  such  a  late 
hour  and  with  such  comparatively  little 
opportunity  to  examine  it  and  what  its 
effects  are.  Still,  with  the  indulgence 
of  the  Senate,  I  should  like  to  make  a  few 
remarks  on  it.' 

I  do  not  question  what  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  has  done. 
This  is  not  an  easy  problem  to  solve. 
Anyone  who  has  wrestled  with  it  knows 
that  there  is  no  easy  answer  and  that 
there  is  no  easy  way  out.  So  whatever  I 
may  say,  I  do  not  say  in  derogation  of 
any  member  of  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  and  Forestry. 

The  Senator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr. 
Mundt]  has  pointed  out  one  thing,  and 
I  should  like  to  point  out  another: 
While  the  conference  bill  reduces  a  farm¬ 
er’s  acreage  by  20  percent,  it  does  not  in¬ 
crease  his  price  by  20  percent.  That  is 
something  which  I  think  all  of  us  must 
consider.  Having  lived  in  a  great  wheat - 
producing  section  all  my  adult  life,  I 
feel  I  know  a  little  bit  about  how  that 
operates  and  how  it  affects  the  farmers. 
In  the  short  time  while  I  was  listening 
to  the  distinguished  Senator  from  Louisi¬ 
ana  [Mr.  Ellender]  and  particularly  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  South  Da¬ 
kota  [Mr.  Mundt]  I  tried  to  figure  out 
and  balance  in  my  own  mind  the  things 
which  are  going  to  affect  the  farmers  of 
my  part  of  the  country,  and  also  balance 
them  against  the  national  good,  as  I 
see  it.  In  the  short  time  I  have  had  to 
consider  them,  I  must  say  that  I  will 
support  the  conference  committee. 

At  the  same  time,  I  cannot  sit  here  in 
the  absence  of  a  yea  and  nay  vote  and 
act  without  some  misgivings,  because  the 
people  of  my  part  of  the  country,  the 
people  of  eastern  Colorado  and  western 
Colorado,  who  farm  wheat,  and  who  have 
only  2  choices  of  crops,  wheat  and  small 
grains,  will  be  adversely  affected  by  this 
measure.  This  is  the  first  public  notice 
of  things  I  have  tried  to  tell  them  many 
times,  namely,  that  this  whole  wheat 


matter  will  break  up  unless  Congress  acts 
upon  it  immediately. 

There  is  one  factor  which  is  bothering 
me  very  much,  but  v/hich  no  one  has 
mentioned.  The  same  question  applies 
to  the  so-called  domestic  parity  plan  or 
two-price  plan,  or  whatever  one  may 
want  to  call  it.  It  has  been  called  many 
things.  That  is,  that  in  paying  back  to 
the  farmers  one-third  of  the  normal 
yield  of  the  past  3  years,  I  do  not  know 
what  the  farmer  will  do  with  it.  Perhaps 
this  is  done  in  the  concept  of  the  tradi¬ 
tional  midwest  part  or  the  eastern  part 
of  the  Nation.  But  in  the  great  open 
spaces  of  the  west — of  South  Dakota, 
North  Dakota,  Wyoming,  Montana,  Colo¬ 
rado,  Oklahoma,  western  Kansas,  and  all 
the  rest  of  the  Great  Plains  area — most 
of  the  wheat  farms  are  not  farms  which 
are  engaged  in  widespread  farming  op¬ 
erations.  They  are  engaged  in  raising 
wheat. 

Or,  on  the  other  side,  they  are  engaged 
in  the  raising  of  small  grains. 

The  only  thing  I  can  see — and  I  say 
this  particularly  to  the  Senator  from 
South  Dakota — that  they  can  do  is  to  lay 
this  by  and  use  it  for  planting,  if  the 
occasion  arises,  because  they  do  not  have 
feeding  operations  or  other  operations 
to  utilize  this  plan. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  am  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  They  can  do  anything 
they  want  with  it  except  put  it  back  into 
loan.  In  some  areas,  they  will  be  able 
to  sell  it  a  comparatively  short  haulage 
distance.  In  some  areas,  where  there  is 
no  specialized  wheat  production,  they 
will  lay  it  by  for  sale.  In  some  areas, 
they  will  lay  it  by  for  seed  purposes. 

In  all  instances,  this  will  be  their 
wheat;  and  knowing  the  ingenuity  of  the 
American  farmer,  as  both  the  Senator 
from  Colorado  and  I  do,  I  am  sure  we 
can  envision  the  fact  that  by  one  device 
or  another,  he  will  make  the  wheat  a 
cash  asset  for  himself. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  hope  he  will.  I  in¬ 
tend  to  support  the  conference  report, 
but  I  think  this  plan  will  pose  a 
serious  problem.  I  think  we  should  put 
the  wheat  farmers  on  notice  that  when 
this  particular  measure  becomes  law,  it 
will  make  it  very  tough  on  them,  because 
in  these  days,  when  it  is  necessary  to 
expend  more  and  more  money  on  trac¬ 
tors  and  other  expensive  equipment,  the 
farmers  are  not  in  a  position  to  afford 
a  cutback  in  acreage  with  the  price  in¬ 
crease  which  is  contained  in  the  bill. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  have  just  consulted 
with  the  staff  representative  who  is  on 
the  floor.  The  picture,  from  the  stand¬ 
point  of  the  wheat  producer,  is  a  little 
bit  better  than  I  had  portrayed  it,  be¬ 
cause  he  will  receive  negotiable  certifi¬ 
cates  for  the  wheat  and  can  sell  them 
wherever  and  to  whomever  he  likes 
without  the  necessity  of  his  ever  taking 
possession  of  the  wheat  itself. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota  for  his  help.  I  sim¬ 
ply  wanted  to  point  out  this  particular 
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fact,  because  it  will  be  something  which 
every  wheat  farmer  in  the  Great  Plains 
area  of  the  United  States  will  have  to 
face.  This  is  no  final  answer  to  the 
wheat  problem  we  have  in  this  country. 
I  hope  the  measure  will  help.  For  that 
reason,  I  shall  support  the  conference 
report. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  I  do 
not  contemplate  voting  for  the  confer¬ 
ence  report.  I  will  not  do  so  because 
there  has  not  been  indicated  with  ade¬ 
quate  clarity  that  the  overall  result  will 
be  a  reduction  of  the  surplus.  I  noted 
that  the  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr. 
Aiken]  said  the  probability  is  that  the 
overall  result  will  be  equal  to,  if  not 
worse,  than  what  the  situation  is  now. 

May  I  ask  the  Senator  from  Vermont 
what  his  statement  was  as  to  what  the 
overall  result  would  be? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  If  large  numbers  of 
wheat  growers  took  payment  in  kind  for 
not  planting  land  diverted  from  wheat 
production  and  received  their  8  bushels 
of  wheat  per  acre  for  such  land,  then 
there  could  be  some  reduction. 

However,  if  instead  of  taking  8  bushels 
of  wheat,  they  decided  to  forgo  the  sup¬ 
ports  on  all  the  wheat  they  planted,  and 
planted  the  diverted  acres  to  sorghum  or 
corn,  there  could  be  an  actual  increase  in 
the  overall  supply  of  all  grains. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Moreover,  from  a 
representative  agency  of  the  farmers,  in 
Ohio,  I  received  word  that  their  analysis 
of  the  overall  result  is  that  there  will  be 
no  benefits  for  the  general  citizen  in  the 
program. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  think  there  would  be 
some  increase  in  the  price  of  wheat  to 
the  general  public,  and  a  reduction  in 
gross  income  to  the  wheat  farmer. 

Mr..  KEATING.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Ohio  yield? 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KEATING.  As  I  figure  this  out, 
in  the  light  of  what  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Vermont  has  said,  those 
who  consume  grain  are  likely,  by  the  bill, 
to  have  their  prices  raised. 

In  my  State — as,  I  am  sure,  in  the 
State  of  Ohio — there  are  large  numbers 
of  poultry  growers,  stock  raisers,  and 
others  who  would  be  adversely  affected 
by  this  proposed  legislation. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Yes. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Ohio  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  As  the  other  Senator 
from  the  State  of  New  York,  let  me  join 
in  the  statement  that  our  State  does 
have  this  problem. 

But  what  appeals  to  me  is  that  the 
difficulty  with  this  measure  is  that  it 
does  not  provide  a  solution.  Certainly 
it  is  high  time  for  us  to  call  a  turn¬ 
around. 

I  do  not  object  to  spending  the  money; 
I  think  it  should  be  spent  to  help  the 
farmers.  But  to  spend  it  to  get  into  this 
kind  of  frustrating  situation  again,  I 
cannot  see. 

So  I  oppose  the  conference  report. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
fearful  that  this  proposed  legislationmay 
result  in  lowering  the  price  of  wheat, 
lowering  the  income  of  the  farmers,  in- 
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creasing  the  cost  to  the  taxpayers,  and 
further  increasing  the  surplus. 

Therefore,  Mr.  President,  I  cannot  sup¬ 
port  Ihe  conference  report. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  rather 
than  detain  the  Senate,  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  to  have  printed  at  this  point  in 
the  Record  a  statement  in  regard  to  this 
conference  report,  and  also  an  estimate 
of  cost  of  this  program,  as  distinguished 
from  the  cost  of  the  program  under  ex¬ 
isting  law. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  and  the  estimate  were  ordered  to 
be  printed  in  the  Record,  as  follows: 
Statement  by  Senator  Dirksen  on  Con¬ 
ference  Report  on  Senate  Bill  1968 

This  bill  has  one  fundamental  weakness. 
It  attempts  to  go  in  two  directions  at  the 
same  time.  On  the  one  hand  it  tells  farmers 
that  they  must  reduce  their  acreage  of  wheat 
by  20  percent.  On  the  other  hand  it  tells 
farmers  to  step  up  their  yields  per  acre  be¬ 
cause  the  Federal  Government  will  support 
the  price  at  a  higher  rate  per  bushel. 

Those  who  have  not  examined  the  his¬ 
torical  facts  very^  carefully  would  believe 
those  who  claim  that  a  20-percent  reduction 
in  acreage  would  reduce  production  by  ap¬ 
proximately  20  percent.  However,  all  history 
and  all  statistical  data  point  in  the  opposite 
direction.  In  the  5-year  period,  1949-53, 
the  harvested  acreage  averaged  67.7  million 
acres,  with  an  aveuage  yield  during  that 
period  of  16.5  bushels  per  acre.  Under  acre¬ 
age  controls  in  the  1954-58  period  acreage 
was  reduced  by  over  25  percent  but  yield  per 
acre  jumped  to  21.4  bushels  per  acre,  about 
30  percent.  We  would  expect  that  the  same 
situation  would  happen  in  1960  and  1961  as 
has  happened  in  the  past.  Cut  the  acreage 
and  yields  jump.  This  may  be  expected  since 
the  poorest  acres  come  out  and  all  the  tech¬ 
nology  is  poured  on  the  remainder. 

This  bill  will  cost  more  than  the  already 
excessively  expensive  program  we  have  for 
wheat.  Let  us  examine  the  cost  aspect 
of  this  legislation  in  detail : 

1.  Export  subsidy  would  go  up  by  $63 
million. 

2.  The  cost  of  the  payment-in-kind  pro¬ 
gram  would  be  about  $115  million. 

3.  The  cost  of  supported  crops  produced 
on  the  acres  taken  out  of  wheat  production 
on  the  former  15-acre  farms  would  increase 
by  at  least  $25  million. 

4.  The  cost  of  supporting  the  additional 
crops  that  would  not  take  the  payment-in¬ 
kind  would  go  up  by  $50  million.  This  total 
increase  would  be  $253  million.  Offsetting 
this  would  be  the  reduced  production  of  ap¬ 
proximately  120  million  bushels  times  $2  per 
bushel  or  $240  million.  Thus  this  program 
would  cost  an  additional  $13  million,  above 
the  already  tremendously  costly  and  market 
destroying  program. 

There  are  some  other  factors  which  should 
be  considered  by  this  body  and  especially  by 
those  Congressmen  who  represent  areas 
where  many  of  these  non-price -supported 
crops  are  grown. 

1.  The  acreage  taken  out  of  wheat  will 
inevitably  be  the  poorest  acres  on  the  farm. 

2.  It  is  probable  that  the  acreage  devoted 
to  such  important  nonsupported  crops  as  po¬ 
tatoes  and  sweet  potatoes,  other  vegetables 
including  canning  crops,  broom  corn,  pop 
corn,  and  dry  peas,  will  be  increased.  This 
will  force  prices  down  for  these  crops  and 
will  hurt  the  traditional  producers  of  these 
crops. 

The  bill  does  nothing  to  give  small  family- 
size  farms  a  voice  in  the  wheat  marketing 
quota  referendum.  This  disenfranchisement 
of  small  farmers  from  a  vote  on  a  program 
that  has  a  bearing  on  their  economic  situa¬ 
tion  is  unjust  as  provided  under  the  current 
law  and  would  be  perpetuated  by  this  bill. 

The  bill  also  goes  a  long  way  in  Imposing 


additional  restrictions  on  farm  operations. 
The  20-percent  reduction  of  wheat  acreage 
would  require  additional  visits  and  checkups 
on  farms  and  farming  operations.  An  even 
closer  look  would  have  to  be  taken  if  a  farmer 
applied  for  payments  in  kind,  since  eligibility 
for  such  payments  is  contingent  upon  with¬ 
holding  the  acreage  involved  from  all  crop 
production  and  from  grazing.  Aside  from 
the  additional  restrictions  on  farmers,  all 
these  visits,  and  resulting  extra  record  keep¬ 
ing,  cost  money;  administrative  expenses  of 
the  program  are  likely  to  be  much  higher. 

Those  who  represent  cotton  and  rice  areas 
should  ask  themselves  why  this  special  treat¬ 
ment  for  wheat.  Under  similar  surplus  con¬ 
ditions  the  legislation  passed  in  1958  provided 
for  reduced  price  supports  and  in  the  case 
of  cotton  lower  acreage.  Here  we  are  raising 
the  price  support  for  wheat  and  paying  a 
bonus  on  top  of  that  in  wheat.  We  are  mak¬ 
ing  the  most  expensive  program  we  have,  even 
more  expensive. 

This  program  goes  directly  contrary  to-  the 
recommendations  of  the  President.  In  his 
message  on  agriculture  on  January  29,  the 
President  said : 

“I  recommend  that  prices  for  those  com¬ 
modities  subject  to  mandatory  supports  be 
related  to  a  percentage  of  the  average  market 
price  during  the  immediately  preceding  years. 
The  appropriate  percentage  of  the  average 
market  price  should  We  discretionary  with  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  at  a  level  not  less 
than  75  and  not  more  than  90  percent  of  such 
average  in  accordance  with  the  general  guide¬ 
lines  set.  forth  in  the  law.  *  *  * 

"If,  despite  the  onrush  of  science  in  agri¬ 
culture,  resulting  in  dramatic  increases  in 
yields  per  acre,  the  Congress  still  prefers  to 
relate  price  supports  to  existing  standards, 
the  Secretaray  should  be  given  discretion  to 
establish  the  level  in  accordance  with  the 
guidelines  now  fixed  by  law  for  all  commodi¬ 
ties  except  those  for  which  supports  presently 
are  mandatory. 

"Either  of  these  changes  would  be  con¬ 
structive.  The  effect  of  either  would  be  to 
reconcile  the  farm  program  with  the  facts  of 
modern  agriculture,  to  reduce  the  incentive 
for  unrealistic  production,  to  move  in  the 
direction  of  easing  production  controls,  to 
permit  the  growth  of  commercial  markets 
and  to  cut  the  cost  of  Federal  programs.” 

This  proposed  program,  contrary  to  the 
recommendations  of  the  President,  is  driving 
us  to  programs  which  would  involve  us  in 
even  greater  trouble  than  the  present  one. 
Let  us  not  prescribe  for  a  sick  patient  an¬ 
other  dose  of  what  caused  the  illness  in  the 
first  place. 


Estimated  cost  under  S.  1968 
Present  program,  produc¬ 
tion _ bushels _  1,  200,  000,  000 

Estimated  production  under 

S.  1968 _ bushels..  1,  080,  000,  000 


Reduced  production  under 

S.  1968..^ _ bushels..  120,  000,  000 


Saving  from  reduced  produc¬ 
tion  (120  million  bushels 
times  $2  per  bushel) _  $240,  000,  000 


INCREASED  ITEMS  UNDER  S.  1968 


Export  subsidy  increase  (450 
million  bushels  times  14 

cents  per  bushel) _  $63,000,000 

Payment-in-kind  program 113,  000,  000 

Additional  crops  planted  on 
acreage  taken  out  of  small 
wheat  farms  currently  un¬ 
der  15-acre  provision _  25,  000,  000 

Additional  crops  grown  by 
those  who  do  not  take  pay¬ 
ment  in  kind _ -  50,  000,  000 


Total . .  251,000,000 

Net  increase  in  costs.  _  11.  000,  000 


In  addition  to  the  above  there  will  be  an 
undetermined  amount  of  additional  price 
support  due  to  the  shift  toward  the  use  of 
the  best  acres  on  the  farm  for  price  sup¬ 
ported  crops  other  than  wheat. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  confer¬ 
ence  report.  [Putting  the  question.] 

The  “ayes”  appear  to  have  it;  and  the 
"ayes”  have  it,  and  the  report  is  agreed 
to. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  move  that  the  vote  by  which, 
the  report  was  agreed  to  be  reconsidered. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  lay  on  the  table  the  motion  to 
reconsider. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion 
to  lay  on  the  table  the  motion  to  recon¬ 
sider. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 


A 


TRANSACTION  OF  ADDITIONAL 
ROUTINE  BUSINESS 


By  unanimous  consent,  the  following 
additional  routine  business  was  trans¬ 
acted  : 

RESOLUTION  OF  MASSACHUSETTS 
HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
on  behalf  of  myself,  and  my  colleague, 
the  junior  Senator  from  Massachusetts 
[Mr.  Kennedy]  I  present,  for  appro¬ 
priate  reference,  a  resolution  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  of  the  State 
of  Massachusetts.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  resolution  be  printed 
in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  resolu¬ 
tion  was  referred  to  the  Committee  on 
the  Judiciary  A  and,  under  the  rule,  or¬ 
dered  to  be  p\inted  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 

Resolutions  Memorializing  the  Congress 
of  the  United  States  To  Enact  Legisli- 
tion  Relative  to^  the  Fourth  Preference 
Quota 

Whereas  there  is  aVbacklog  of  petitions  for 
admission  to  the  United  States  filed  by  per¬ 
sons  whose  cases  fall  within  the  fourth  pref¬ 
erence  quota  and  the  entry  of  such  persons 
into  this  country  has  been  seriously  delayed : 
Therefore  be  it  \ 

Resolved,  That  the  Hbuse  of  Representa¬ 
tives  of  Massachusetts  respectfully  urges  the 
Congress  of  the  United  States  to  amend  Pub¬ 
lic  Law  85-316  so  as  to  inalude  cases  falling 
within  the  fourth  preference  quota  thereby 
providing  for  the  admission  of  the  many 
thousands  whose  petitions  nave  piled  up  in 
a  backlog  in  prior  years;  and  be  it  further 
Resolved,  That  in  order  net  to  create  a 
problem  of  separated  families  the  said  house 
of  representatives  respectfully  urges  said 
Congress  t»'  enact  legislation,  permitting 
those  petitioners  who  are  married  and  have 
families  to  bring  them  into  t^e  country; 
and  be  it  further  \ 

Resolved,  That  copies  of  these  Resolutions 
be  sent  forthwith  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Commonwealth  to  the  presiding  officer  of 
each  branch  of  Congress  and  to  the  Members 
thereof  from  this  commonwealth.  \ 

House  of  representatives,  adopted,  June 

2,  1959.  „  \ 

Lawrence  R.  Grove.' 

Clk/k. 

A  true  copy. 

Attest:  _  _ 

Joseph  D.  Ward,  ^ 

Secretary  oj  the  Commonwealth^ 
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ADDITIONAL  bill  introduced 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY  (for  himself  and 
Mr.  McGee)  introduced  a  bill  (S.  2205) 
to  amend  section  103  of  title  23,  United 
States  Code,  which  was  read  twice  by  its 
title  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on 
Public  Works. 


RECOGNITION  OF  JURISDICTION  OF 
INTERNATIONAL  COURT  OF  JUS¬ 
TICE  IN  CERTAIN  LEGAL  DIS¬ 
PUTES— ADDITIONAL  COSPONSOR 
OF  RESOLUTION  \ 

Mr.  KEFAUVER.  Mr.  President,  on 
March  24,  1959,  the  senior  Senator  from 
Minnesota  submitted  Senate  Resolution 
94,  the  effect  of  which  would  be  thV  re¬ 
peal  of  the  so-called  Connally  reservation 
on  U.S.  acceptance  of  compulsory  juris*- 
diction  of  the  International  Court  of  Jus-)' 
tice.  I  was  in  the  process  of  preparing 
a  similar  resolution.  However,  I  would 
much  prefer  to  be  a  cosponsor  of  the  res¬ 
olution  of  the  Senator  from  Minnesota, 
than  so  submit  a  separate  resolution  of 
my  own.  Therefore,  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  I  be  permitted  to  join  as  a 
cosponsor  of  Senate  Resoluton  94. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  KEFAUVER.  Mr.  President,  I 
also  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
printed  at  this  point  in  the  Record  a 
brief  memorandum  outlining  the  reasons 
for  withdrawing  the  phrase  “As  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  United  States  of  America” 
from  the  U.S.  declaration  recognizing 
the  compulsory  jurisdiction  of  the  Inter¬ 
national  Court  of  Justice. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  memo¬ 
randum  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Reasons  for  Withdrawing  the  Phrase  "as 
Determined  by  the  United  States  of 
America”  From  the  U.S.  Declaration  Rec¬ 
ognizing  the  Compulsory  Jurisdiction  of 
the  International  Court  of  Justice 
The  U.S.  declaration  recognizing  the  com¬ 
pulsory  jurisdiction  of  the  International 
Court  of  Justice,  as  deposited  with  the  Sec¬ 
retary  General  of  the  United  Nations  in  Au¬ 
gust  1946,  was  made  in  accordance  with  the 
resolution  of  the  Senate  adopted  on  August 
2,  1946.  The  declaration  contains  three  res¬ 
ervations  describing  types  of  disputes  to 
which  the  declaration  shall  not  apply.  The, 
second  of  these  reservations  relates  to  "dis* 
putes  with  regard  to  matters  which  are  es¬ 
sentially  within  the  domestic  jurisdiction 
of  the  United  States  of  America  as  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  United  States  of  America.” 
The  phrase  “as  determined  by  tha'  United 
States  of  America”  was  added  by  t ftp  Senate 
during  consideration  on  the  floor  //the  Sen¬ 
ate  resolution  advising  and  cementing  to 
the  deposit  of  the  declaration  yt  the  Presi¬ 
dent.  This  type  of  provision  Jfas  been  de¬ 
scribed  as  an  “automatic”  reafrvation. 

This  automatic  reservatio^rahould  be  with¬ 
drawn  from  the  U.S.  declaration  for  the  fol¬ 
lowing  reasons :  / 

1.  Under  the  automatic  proviso  the  United 
States  reserves  to  itaelf  a  unilateral  right 
of  decision  in  determining  the  applicability 
of  the  declaration/ to  certain  types  of  dis¬ 
putes.  Such  a  i/servation  can  be  regarded 
as  rendering  the  U.S.  declaration  illusory 
and  as  evidencing  a  distrust  of  the  Court, 
which  undents  statute  is  given  the  function 
of  deciding  questions  concerning  its  Juris¬ 
diction  ymder  relevant  declarations.  It  is 
inconsistent  with  our  support  for  the  devel¬ 


opment  of  the  rule  of  law  in  the  world,  upon 
which  a  just  and  lasting  peace  must  rest. 

2.  To  encourage  the  development  of  the 
rule  of  law  in  the  world,  the  United  States 
supports  the  referral  to  the  International 
Court  of  Justice  of  international  legal  dis¬ 
putes  which  cannot  be  settled  otherwise. 
With  an  automatic  proviso  in  our  own  dec¬ 
laration  the  United  States  is  hindered  in 
urging  upon  all  the  states  of  the  world  the 
judicial  settlement  of  international  legal 
disputes  and  greater  use  of  the  World  Court. 
We  seem  to  be  advocating  for  others  what 
we  refuse  to  accept  for  ourselves. 

3.  Declarations  are  made  on  the  basis  of 

reciprocity.  With  an  automatic  proviso  in 
our  own  declaration,  the  United  States  could 
not  hale  before  the  Court  any  unwilling  de¬ 
fendant  state  even  though  it  had  accepted 
the  Court’s  compulsory  jurisdiction.  Such 
a  state  might  not  hesitate  to  invoke  im¬ 
properly  the  U.S.  reservation  in  its  own  de¬ 
fense,  on  a  basis  of  reciprocal  rights.  The 
Court  might  not  examine  the  propriety  of  a 
government’s  reliance  upon  such  a  reserva¬ 
tion.  For  example,  in  the  Norwegian  Loans 
«ase,  Norway,  the  defendant  in  the  case,  in¬ 
voked  the  automatic  reservation  contained 
in\he  declaration  of  France,  the  applicant 
state.  In  its  decision  declaring  a  lack  of 
jurisdiction,  the  Court  -gave  effect  to  the 
Norwegian  plea  based  upon  the  automatic, 
reservation  without  looking  behind  the  plea 
to  examin\  whether  there  was  a  proper  biysls 
for  applying  the  automatic  reservation:  to 
the  facts  of  the  case.  / 

4.  If  the  automatic  proviso  were/ with¬ 
drawn  from  the  U.S.  declaration^  there 
would  still  remain  the  domestic/ jurisdic¬ 
tion  reservation  ih  the  declaration  which 
could  be  relied  upoto  by  the  United  States 
in  any  appropriate  case.  Purs/ant  to  article 
36,  paragraph  6  of  thd.  Cour/s  statute,  the 
Court  would  settle  any  dkp/te  as  to  whether 
it  had  jurisdiction  in  a  particular  case. 

5.  An  automatic  proviso  is.  for  the  United 
States,  unnecessary,  It/was  the  understand¬ 
ing  of  the  Senate  wh/n  the  automatic  pro¬ 
viso  was  adopted  that  this  reservation  would 
never  be  improperly  invoked  and  that  the 
United  States  wo/ld  be  bound  in  good  faith 
to  accept  the  Court’s  jurisdiction  \n  every 
case  involving  inatters  not  essentially'Within 
the  domesti/  jurisdiction  of  the  United 
States.  Tinas,  the  United  States  would,  be 
expected  1 /O  invoke  the  reservation  only'Vn 
those  cases  in  which  the  Court  itself  would 
probably  uphold  a  plea  of  domestic  jurisdic-' 
tion  ir  interposed  by  the  United  States  on 
the  basis  of  the  domestic  jurisdiction  reser¬ 
vation  without  the  automatic  proviso. 


ENROLLED  BILL  AND  JOINT 
RESOLUTION  PRESENTED 

The  Secretary  of  the  Senate  reported 
that  on  today,  June  17,  1959,  he  pre¬ 
sented  to  the  President  of  the  United 
States  the  following  enrolled  bill  and 
joint  resolution: 

S.  2094.  An  act  to  authorize  appropriations 
for  the  Atomic  Energy  Commission  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  section  261  of  the  Atomic 
Energy  Act  of  1954,  as  amended,  and  for 
other  purposes;  and 

S.J.  Res.  59.  Requesting  the  President  to  is¬ 
sue  a  proclamation  designating  1959  for  the 
observation  of  the  350th  anniversary  of  the 
historic  voyages  of  Hudson  and  Champlain. 


ADDITIONAL  APPENDIX  MATTERS 
By  Mr.  SALTONSTALL: 

Address  by  Hon.  Sumner  G.  Whittier,  Ad¬ 
ministrator  of  Veterans’  Affairs,  delivered  be¬ 
fore  the  annual  meeting  of  the  President’s 
Committee  on  Employment  of  the  Physically 
Handicapped,  on  Friday,  May  8,  1959. 


By  Mr.  KEFAUVER: 

Address  delivered  by  Hon.  George  Cochiran 
Doub,  Assistant  Attorney  General  in  charge 
of  the  Civil  Division,  before  the  Federal  Bar 
Association,  entitled  “Presidential  I/iability : 
The  Constitutional  Problem.”  / 

Address  delivered  by  His  Excellency  M. 
Herve  Alphans,  French  Ambassador  to  the 
United  States,  at  the  dinner  pi  the  Rotary 
Club  of  Oak  Ridge,  Tenn.,  or/  June  11,  1959. 

Address  delivered  by  Mr.  Robert  McKinney, 
editor  and  publisher  of  jrne  New  Mexican, 
Santa  Fe,  N.  Mex.,  before/the  American  Club 
of  Paris,  on  April  23,  195/ 

By  Mr.  HUMPHREY: 

Address  delivered  /by  Senator  Humphrey 
at  the  ninth  annual  Group  Health  Institute 
luncheon,  in  New  York  City,  on  May  26, 
1959.  / 

Article  published  in  the  New  York  Times 
magazine,  on/June  7,  1959,  written  by  Prof. 
Hans  J.  Mow^enthau,  entitled  "Can  We  En¬ 
trust  Deferfse  to  a  Committee?” 

Editorial  published  in  the  Illinois  State 
Register*' of  Springfield,  Ill.,  on  June  4,  1959, 
entitle/  “State’s  Senior  Senator  Champion 
of  Equal  Rights.” 

Araide  published  in  the  New  York  Times 
magazine,  on  May  31,  1959,  written  by  Prof. 
Man  F.  Westin,  entitled  “When  the  Public 
/Judges  the  Court.” 

By  Mr.  MUNDT: 

Article  entitled  “50  Years  of  Public  Serv¬ 
ice — Northern  States  Power’s  Golden  Anni¬ 
versary,  June  16,”  published  in  the  NSP 
news  of  June  1959. 

By  Mr.  McNAMARA: 

Article  written  by  Mr.  George  E.  Connery, 
relating  to  an  interview  with  the  Senator 
from  Oregon  [Mr.  Morse]  concerning  an  in¬ 
vestigation  of  hospitals  and  Blue  Cross  in 
Washington,  D.C. 


ADJOURNMENT  TO  11  A.M. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  after  a  conference  with  the  minor¬ 
ity  leader,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  Senate  convene  at  11  a.m.  today. 
There  will  be  the  morning  hour  and 
there  will  be  quorum  calls,  but  we  will 
have  no  votes  completed  before  noon. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection - 

Mr.  DWORSHAK.  Mr.  President,  re¬ 
serving  the  right  to  object,  let  me  say 
that  some  committee  sessions  are  sched¬ 
uled  for  this  morning ;  and  I  do  not  think 
t\e  session  of  the  Senate  should  interfere 
wish  them. 

Infhe  Senate  session  could  not  begin 
befoi\  noon  on  yesterday,  certainly  the 
sessiomtoday  cannot  begin  before  noon. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  all  me  committees  can  meet  until 
noon.  \ 

Mr.  DWORSHAK.  But  committee 
meetings  are\cheduled  for  this  morn¬ 
ing;  and  the  ^ssion  in  this  Chamber 
cannot  very  well  Noe  held  while  commit¬ 
tee  meetings  are  iirprogress. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  ofSTexas.  Oh,  yes. 

Mr.  DWORSHAKAMr.  President,  I 
object.  \ 

The  PRESIDING  (OFFICER.  The 
objection  is  heard.  \ 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  TexasS.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  move  that  the  Senate  stand  in 
adjournment  until  11  a.m.  today,  as  in 
legislative  session.  \ 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER^  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of 
the  Senator  from  Texas.  \ 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  (at\12 
o'clock  and  3  minutes  a.m.  on  Thursday 
June  18,  1959)  the  Senate  adjournea 
until  11  a.m.  on  the  same  day. 
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nomic  aid  from  military  aid.  Now  is  the 
time  to  reappraise  the  entire  program 
and  divorc^from  it  those  aspects  which 
cannot  be  realistically  treated  as  eco¬ 
nomic  aid.  For  our  own  economic  wel¬ 
fare,  we  cannot  continue  in  the  same 
fashion  year  after  year.  There  is  no 
better  time  to  startthan  the  present. 

Mr.  MORGAN.  Mr,  Chairman,- 1  move 
that  the  Committee  'do  now  rise. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly  the  ComiAittee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  Mills,  Chairman  of  tlih.  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  SUite  of  the 
Union,  reported  that  that  Committee, 
having  had  under  considerationNthe  bill 
(H.R.  7500)  to  amend  further  the  mitual 
Security  Act  of  1954,  as  amended,  and  for 
other  purposes,  had  come  to  no  resolu¬ 
tion  thereon.  \ 


WHEAT  MARKETING  QUOTAS  AND 
PRICE  SUPPORT  PROGRAM 

Mr.  ALBERT  (on  behalf  of  Mr.  Coo¬ 
ley)  submitted  the  following  conference 
report  and  statement,  which  was  ordered 
to  be  printed: 

Conference  Report  (H.  Rept.  NO\  560) 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  tt>e 
amendment  of  the  House  to  the  hill  (S. 
1968)  to  strengthen  the  wheat  marketing 
quota  and  price  support  program,  having 
met,  after  full  and  free  conference,  have 
agreed  to  recommend  and  do  recommend  to 
their  respective  Houses  as  follows: 

That  the  Senate  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendment  of  the  House  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows:  in  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to 
he  inserted  by  the  House  amendment  insert 
the  following: 

“That  title  1  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of 
1949,  as  amended,  is  amended  by  adding 
the  following  new  section: 

“  'Sec.  106.  Notwithstanding  the  provisions 
of  section  101  of  this  Act,  for  each  of  the 
1960  and  1961  crops  of  wheat  price  support 
shall  be  made  available  as  provided  in  this 
section.  The  support  price  for  each  such 
crop  shall  be  80  per  centum  of  the  parity 
price  therefor.  Wheat  of  any  such  crop  shall 
be  eligible  for  price  support  only  if  (1)  the 
farm  on  which  the  wheat  is  produced  is  in 
compliance  with  the  farm  wheat  acreage  al¬ 
lotment  for  such  crop,  and  (2)  the  total 
acreage  on  the  farm  devoted  to  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  crops  supported  under  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  which  would 
normally  be  harvested  in  the  calendar  year 
in  which  the  wheat  crop  for  which  the  pro¬ 
ducer  applies  for  price  support  is  normally 
harvested,  does  not  exceed  the  total  average 
annual  acreage  on  the  farm  devoted  to  the 
production  of  such  price  supported  crops  for 
harvest  in  1957  and  1958,  less  an  acreage 
equal  to  20  per  centum  of  the  farm  acreage 
allotment  for  the  crop  of  wheat  for  which 
application  for  price  support  is  made  which 
would  be  in  effect  for  Jhe  farm  except  for 
the  reduction  thereof  as  provided  in  section 
334(c)  (2)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended:  Provided,  however , 
That  a  farm  shall  be  deemed  in  compliance 
with  the  foregoing  requirements  for  price 
support  for  wheat  if  no  crop  other  than 
wheat  supported  under  the  Agricultural  Act 
of  1949,  as  amended,  is  produced  on  the  farm 
for  harvest  in  1960  or  1961,  whichever  is  ap¬ 
plicable,  and  the  farm  is  in  compliance  with 
the  farm  wheat  acreage  allotment.  In  ac¬ 
cordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary,  the  acreage  of  such  price  supported 
crops  for  1957  and  1958  may  be  adjusted  for 


abnormal  weather  conditions,  established 
crop-rotation  practices  for  the  farm,  diver¬ 
sion  under  soil  bank  programs,  and  to  reflect 
acreage  history  preserved  under  section  377 
of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938, 
as  amended,  to  the  extent  of  any  unused 
allotment  not  diverted  to  the  production  of 
such  price  supported  crops.  For  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  this  section  a  producer  shall  not  be 
deemed  to  have  exceeded  the  farm  acreage 
allotment  or  the  acreage  of  permitted  price 
supported  crops  for  the  farm  unless  the  pro¬ 
ducer  knowingly  exceeded  such  allotment  or 
permitted  acreage.  In  addition,  for  the  1960 
or  1961  crops  of  wheat,  if  marketing  quotas 
for  the  particular  crop  are  in  effect  and  the 
producers  on  the  farm  meet  the  foregoing 
requirements  for  price  support  and,  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary,  designate  an  acreage  on  the  farm 
equal  to  the  20  per  centum  reduction  in  the 
farm  acreage  allotment  required  under  sec¬ 
tion  334(c)  (2)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjust¬ 
ment  Act,  as  amended,  for  the  particular  crop 
of  wheat  and  do  not  produce  any  crop  thereon 
which  is  normally  harvested  in  the  calendar 
year  in  which  the  particular  crop  of  wheat 
is  normally  harvested  and  do  not  graze  such 
acreage  during  such  year,  such  producers 
shall  be  entitled  to  a  wheat  payment  in  kind 
from  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  stocks 
equal  In  value  to  one-third  of  the  average 
annual  yield  in  bushels  of  wheat  per  har¬ 
vested  acre  on  the  farm  for  the  three  years 
immediately  preceding  the  year  for  which 
the  designation  is  made,  adjusted  for  ab¬ 
normal  weather  conditions  and  as  deter¬ 
mined  under  regulations  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary,  multiplied  by  the  number  of  desig¬ 
nated  acres.  Such  wheat  may  be  marketed 
without  penalty  but  shall  not  be  eligible  for 
price  support.  The  payment  in  kind  shall  be 
made  by  the, issuance  of  a  negotiable  certifi¬ 
cate  which  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
shall  redeem  in  wheat  equal  in  value  to  the 
value  of  the  certificate.  The  certificate  shall 
have  a  value  equal  to  the  number  of  bushels 
determined  as  aforesaid  multiplied  by  the 
basic  county  support  rate  per  bushel  for 
number  one  wheat  of  the  crop  normally  har¬ 
vested  in  the  year  for  which  the  acreage  is 
designated  and  for  the  county  in  which  the 
designated  acreage  is  located.  The  wheat  re¬ 
deemable  for  such  certificate  shall  be  valued 
at  the  market  price  thereof  as  determined  by 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation.  The  Secre¬ 
tary  shall  provide  by  regulation  for  the  shar¬ 
ing  of  a  certificate  among  producers  on  the 
farm  on  a  fair  and  equitable  basis.  The 
acreage  on  the  farm  which  would  otherwise 
be  eligible  to  be  placed  in  the  conservation  re¬ 
serve  program  for  1960  or  1961  shall  be  re¬ 
duced  by  an  amount  equal  to  the  required 
reduction  of  20  per  centum  under  section 
334(c)  (2)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 
of  1938,  as  amended,  for  the  wheat  crop  of  the 
corresponding  year.  Price  support  at  80  per 
centum  of  parity  under  this  section  shall  be 
made  available  only  to  cooperators  and  only 
if  producers  have  not  disapproved  marketing 
quotas  for  the  crop:  Provided  further,  (1) 
That  beginning  with  the  crop  of  wheat  to  be 
harvested  in  1960,  the  total  amount  of  price 
support  extended  to  any  person  on  any  year's 
production  of  wheat  through  loans  or  pur¬ 
chases  made  or  made  available  by  the  Com- 
rrjodity  Credit  Corporation,  or  other  agency 
of  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  shall 
not  exceed  $35,000,  (2)  That  the  term  “per¬ 
son”  shall  mean  an  individual,  partnership, 
firm,  joint-stock  company,  corporation,  asso¬ 
ciation,  trust,  estate,  or  other  legal  entity,  or 
any  two  or  more  legal  entities  the  beneficial 
ownership  of  which  is  substantially  the  same 
or  is  in  members  of  the  same  household,  or  a 
State,  political  subdivision  of  a  State,  or  any 
agency  thereof,  except  that  in  the  case  of  a 
partnership  made  up  of  two  or  more  separate 
families  or  households  each  such  family  or 
household  may  be  considered  at  its  option 
as  a  person  for  the  purposes  of  this  subsec¬ 


tion,  (3)  That  in  the  case  of  any  loan  to,  or 
purchase  from,  a  cooperative  marketing  or¬ 
ganization,  such  limitation  shall  not  apply 
to  the  amount  of  price  support  received  by 
the  cooperative  marketing  organization,  but 
the  amount  of  price  support-made  available 
to  any  person  through  such  cooperative  mar¬ 
keting  organization  shall  be  included  in  de¬ 
termining  the  amount  of  price  support  re¬ 
ceived  by  such  person  for  purposes  of  such 
limitation,  and  (4)  That  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  shall  issue  regulations  prescrib¬ 
ing  such  rules  as  he  determines  necessary  to 
prevent  the  evasion  of  such  limitation.  In 
case  marketing  quotas  are  disapproved,  price 
support  to  cooperators  shall  be  as  provided 
in  section  101(d)  (3).’ 

“Sec.  2.  (a)  In  lieu  of  the  provisions  of 
item  (1)  of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy -seventh 
Congress,  as  amended,  the  following  pro¬ 
visions  shall  apply  to  the  1960  and  1961  crops 
of  wheat: 

“‘(1)  If  a  national  marketing  quota  for 
wheat  is  in  effect  for  any  marketing  year, 
farm  marketing  quotas  shall  be  in  effect  for 
the  crop  of  wheat  which  is  normally  har¬ 
vested  in  the  calendar  year  in .  which  such 
marketing  year  begins.  The  farm  marketing 
quota  for  any  crop  of  wheat  shall  be  the 
actual  production  of  the  acreage  planted  to 
such  crop  of  wheat  on  the  farm  less  the  farm 
marketing  excess.  The  farm  marketing  ex¬ 
cess  shall  be  an  amount  equal  to  double  the 
normal  yield  of  wheat  per  acre  established 
for  the  farm  multiplied  by  the  number  of 
acres  planted  to  such  crop  of  wheat  on  the 
farm  in  excess  of  the  farm  acreage  allotment 
for  such  crop  unless  the  producer,  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary  and  within  the  time  prescribed 
therein,  establishes  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
Secretary  the  actual  production  of  such  crop 
of  wheat  on  the  farm.  If  such  actual  pro¬ 
duction  is  so  established  the  farm  marketing 
excess  shall  be  such  actual  production  less 
the  actual  production  of  the  farm  wheat 
acreage  allotment.  Actual  production  of 
the  farm  wheat  acreage  allotment  shall  mean 
the  actual  average  yield  per  harvested  acre 
of  wheat  on  the  farm  multiplied  by  the  num¬ 
ber  of  acres  constituting  the  farm  acreage 
allotment.  In  determining  the  actual  aver¬ 
age  yield  per  harvested  acre  of  wheat  and 
the  actual  production  of  wheat  on  the  farm 
any  acreage  utilized  for  feed  without  thresh¬ 
ing  after  the  wheat  is  headed,  or  available 
for  such  utilization  at  the  time  the  actual 
production  is  determined,  shall  be  considered 
harvested  acreage  and  the  production  thereof 
in  terms  of  grain  shall  be  appraised  in 
accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by 
the  Secretary  and  such  production  included 
in  the  actual  production  of  wheat  on  the 
farm.  The  acreage  planted  to  wheat  on  a 
farm  shall  include  all  acreage  planted  to 
wheat  for  any  purpose  and  self -seeded  (vol¬ 
unteer)  wheat,  but  shall  not  Include  any 
acreage  that  is  disposed  of  prior  to  harvest 
in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by 
the  Secretary.' 

“(b)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of 
item  (2)  of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh 
Congress,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1340(2) ),  the 
rate  of  penalty  on  wheat  of  the  1960  and  1961 
crops  shall  be  65  per  centum  of  the  parity 
price  per  -bushel  of  wheat  as  of  May  1  of  the 
calendar  year  in  which  the  crop  Is  harvested. 

“(c)  In  lieu  of  the  provisions  of  item  (3) 
of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Congress, 
as  amended,  the  following  provisions  shall 
apply  to  the  1960  and  1961  crops  of  wheat: 

“‘(3)  Tlie  farm  marketing  excess  for 
wheat  shall  be  regarded  as  available  for 
marketing,  and  the  penalty  and  the  storage 
amount  or  amounts  of  wheat  to  be  delivered 
to  the  Secretary  shall  be  computed  upon 
double  the  normal  production  of  the  excess 
acreage.  If  the  farm  marketing  excess  so 
computed  is  adjusted  downward  on  the  basis 
of  actual  production,  the  difference  between 
the  amount  of  the  penalty  or  storage  com- 
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puted  on  the  basis  of  double  the  normal 
production  and  as  computed  on  actual  pro¬ 
duction  shall  be  returned  to  or  allowed  the 
producer  or  a  corresponding  adjustment 
made  in  the  amount  to  be  delivered  to  the 
Secretary  if  the  producer  elects  to  make 
such  delivery.  The  Secretary  shall  issue 
regulations  under  which  the  farm  marketing 
excess  of  wheat  for  the  farm  shall  be  stored 
or  delivered  to  “him.  Upon  failure  to  store, 
or  deliver  to  the  Secretary,  the  farm  market¬ 
ing  excess  within  such  time  as  may  be  de¬ 
termined  under  regulations  prescribed  by 
the  Secretary  the  penalty  computed  as  afore¬ 
said  shall  be  paid  by  the  producer.  Any 
wheat  delivered  to  the  Secretary  hereunder 
shall  become  the  property  of  the  United 
States  and  shall  be  disposed  of  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  for  relief  purposes  in  the  United  States 
or  foreign  countries  or  in  such  other  manner 
as  he  shall  determine  will  divert  it  from  the 
normal  channels  of  trade  and  commerce.’ 

“(d)  Item  (7)  of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy- 
seventh  Congress,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C. 
1340(7)),  is  amended  to  read  as  follows:N 
“‘(7)  A  farm  marketing  quota  on  any 
crop  of  wheat  shall  not  be  applicable  to  any 
farm  on  which  the  acreage  planted  to  wheat 
for  such  crop  does  not  exceed  fifteen  acres: 
Provided,  however.  That  a  farm  marketing 
quota  on  the  1960  and  1961  crops  of  wheat 
shall  be  applicable  to — 

“*(i)  any  farm  on  which  the  acreage  of 
wheat  exceeds  twelve  acres:  % 

“  ‘(ii)  any  farm  on  which  any  wheat  is 
planted  if  no  wheat  was  planted  on  such 
farm  for  harvest  in  the  calendar  years  1957, 
1958,  and  1959;  and  ' 

“‘(iii)  any  farm  on  which  any  wheat  is 
planted  if  any  of  the  producers  who  share  in 
the  wheat  produced  on  such  farm  share  in 
the  wheat  produced  on  any  other  farm.’ 

“(e)  Item  (12)  of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy- 
seventh  Congress,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C. 
1340(12)),  shall  not  be  applicable  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  1960  and  1961  crops  of  wheat. 

“(f)  In  lieu  of  the  provisions  of  section 
326(b)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 
of  1938,  as  amended,  the  following  pro¬ 
visions  shall  apply  to  the  1960  and  1961 
crops  of  wheat: 

“  ‘(b)  If  a  farm  is  in  compliance  with  its 
farm  acreage  allotment  for  any  crop  of 
wheat  and  the  actual  production  of  such 
crop  of  wheat  on  the  farm  is  less  than  the 
normal  production  of  the  farm  wheat  acre¬ 
age  allotment,  an  amount  equal  to  the  de¬ 
ficiency  may  be  marketed  without  penalty 
from  wheat  of  previous  crops  stored  by  the 
producers  on  the  farm  to  postpone  the  pay¬ 
ment  of  marketing  quota  penalties.’ 

“Sec.  3.  The  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 
of  1938,  as  amended,  is  amended  as  follows: 

“(a)  Section  334  is  amended  by  inserting 
"(1)”  after  “(c)”  and  adding  a  new  sub- 
paragraph  (2)  following  subparagraph  (c)  (1) 
to  read  as  follows: 

“  ‘(2)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  law,  each  old  or  new  farm  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  for  the  1960  and  1961  crops  of  wheat  as 
determined  on  the  basis  of  a  minimum  na¬ 
tional  acreage  allotment  of  fifty-five  million 
acres  shall  be  reduced  by  20  per  centum.  In 
the  event  notices  of  farm  acreage  allotments 
for  the  1960  crop  of  wheat  have  been  mailed 
to  farm  operators  prior  to  the  effective  date  of 
this  subparagraph  (2)  new  notices  showing 
the  required  reduction  shall  be  mailed  to 
farm  operators  as  soon  as  practicable.’ 

“(b)  Section  334  is  further  amended  by 
inserting  a  new  paragraph  (d)  between  para¬ 
graphs  (c)  and  (e)  to  read  as  follows: 

“  ‘(d)  For  the  purposes  of  subsections  (a), 
(b),  and  (c)  ofethis  section,  any  farm — 

"‘(1)  to  which  a  wheat  marketing^quota 
is  applicable;  and 

“  ‘(2)  on  which  the  acreage  planted  to 
wheat  exceeds  the  farm  wheat  acreage  allot¬ 
ment;  and 

“  ‘(3)  on  which  the  marketing  excess  is 
zero 


shall  be  regarded  as  a  farm  on  which  the 
entire  amount  of  the  farm  marketing  excess 
has  been  delivered  to  the  Secretary  or  stored 
in  accordance  with  applicable  regulations  to 
avoid  or  postpone  the  payment  of  the 
penalty.’ 

“(c)  Subsection  (f)  of  section  335  is 
amended  by  striking  out  the  semicolon  at  the 
end  of  item  (1)  and  adding  ‘and  shall  not 
apply  to  other  farms  with  respect  to  the  1960 
and  1961  crops;’. 

■“(d)  Section  362  is  amended  by  deleting 
the  second  sentence  thereof. 

“(e)  Subsections  (b)  and  (c)  of  section 
335  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 
1938 ,  as  amended,  are  hereby  repealed  and 
subsection  (d)  of  said  section  is  repealed 
effective  beginning  with  the  1960  crop  of 
wheat. 

“Sec.  4.  Section  101(d)  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  is  amended  by 
striking  out  paragraph  (5). 

“Sec.  5.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the 
‘Wheat  Act  of  1959’.” 

And  the  House  agree  to  the  same. 

Harold  D.  Cooley, 

W.  R.  Poage, 

George  M.  Grant, 

Carl  Albert, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
Allen  J.  Ellender, 

Olin  D.  Johnston, 

Spessard  L.  Holland, 

Hubert  H.  Humphrey, 
Milton  R.  Young*1 
Karl  E.  Mundt, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 
Statement 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  at 
the  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of 
the  two  Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the 
House  to  the  bill  (S.  1968)  to  strengthen  the 
wheat  marketing  quota  and  price  support 
program,  submit  the  following  statement  in 
explanation  of  the  effect  of  the  action  agreed 
upon  by  the  conferees  and  recommended  in 
the  accompanying  conference  report: 

House  action  was  on  H.R.  7246,  following 
which  the  Senate  bill  was  taken  from  the 
Speaker’s  table  and  amended  by  striking  out 
all  after  the  enacting  clause  and  substituting 
the  language  of  H.R.  7246  as  passed  by  the 
House.  The  amendment  reported  herewith 
combines  the  provisions  of  the  Senate  bill 
and  the  House  amendment  and  was  agreed 
to  by  the  conferees  as  a  substitute  for  the 
House  amendment. 

EFFECT  OF  THE  BILL 

i  The  overall  effect  of  the  bill  as  agreed  upon 
by  the  conferees  and  reported  herewith  will 
result  in  a  wheat  program  for  the  years 
1960  and  1961  which  will — 

(1)  reduce  wheat  production  an  estimated 
200  million  to  300  million  bushels  per  year; 

(2)  result  in  a  cash  saving  to  the  Govern¬ 
ment  of  an  estimated  $150  million  to  $200 
million  per  year. 

SHORT  EXPLANATION  OF  CONFERENCE 
SUBSTITUTE 

The  conference,  substitute  contains  the 
following  major  provisions  of  a  temporary 
nature,  applicable  only  with  respect  to  the 
1960  and  1961  wheat  crops: 

( 1 )  provides  price  support  at  80  percent  of 
parity; 

(2)  reduces  each  farm  acreage  allotment 
by  20  percent  below  the  allotment  it  would 
otherwise  receive  for  the  crops  of  1960  and 
1961; 

(3)  prevents  the  diversion  of  such  20  per¬ 
cent  to  any  other  crops  receiving  price  sup¬ 
ports  by  conditioning  wheat  price  support  on 
reducing  the  acreage  of  other  price  supported 
crops  below  the  1957-58  average  by  an  acre¬ 
age  equal  to  the  20  percent  reduction  in 
wheat  acreage; 

(4)  provides  a  payment  in  kind  (one- 
third  of  tlye  average  annual  yield)  on  an 
acreage  equal  to  such  20  percent.  ‘  if  such 


acreage  is  not  used  for  the  harvest  of  any 
crop  nor  grazed; 

(5)  imposes  penalties  on  the  actual  yield 
of  wheat  from  acres  in  excess  of  the  farm 
acreage  allotment  (or  double  the  normal 
yield  if  the  actual  yield  is  not  shown) ; 

(6)  increases  the  marketing  penalty  on 
excess  wheat  from  45  percent  of  parity  to 
65  percent  of  parity; 

(7)  reduces  the  15-acre  exemption  to  12 
acres,  and  restricts  it  to  farms  which  planted 
wheat  in  1957,  1958,  or  1959,  and  to  producers 
who  produce  wheat  on  only  one  farm; 

(8)  removes  the  30-acre  limitation  on  the 
feed  wheat  exemption;  and 

(9)  restricts  to  farms  which  are  in  com¬ 
pliance  with  their  acreage  allotments  the 
right  to  withdraw  and  market  wheat  stored 
from  a  previous  crop  to  avoid  penalty. 

The  conference  substitute  makes  the  fol¬ 
lowing  permanent  changes  in  the  law: 

(1)  limits  wheat  price  support  operations 
to  $35,000  per  producer  per  year; 

(2)  repeals  the  200-bushel  exemption; 

(3)  prevents  an  acreage  history  penalty 
where,  by  reason  of  production  failure,  the 
producer  has  no  marketing  excess  Which  he 
can  store  to  avoid  such  a  penalty; 

(4)  repeals  the  authority  for  price  support 
to  noncooperators  with  respect  to  any  basic 
agricultural  commodity;  and 

(5)  repeals  a  provision  requiring  the 
County  Agent  or  the  local  Committee  Chair¬ 
man  to  maintain  an  additional  copy  of  the 
acreage  allotment  list  for  each  commodity. 

COMPARISON  WITH  HOUSE  AMENDMENT 

The  acreage  reduction  and  price  support 
provisions  of  the  bill  follow  the  House 
amendment,  including  the  denial  of  price 
support  on  wheat  if  the  diverted  acreage  is 
devoted  to  any  other  crop  eligible  for  price 
support,  a  payment  in  kind  if  the  diverted 
acreage  is  not  used  for  the  production  of  any 
crops  whatever  nor  grazed,  and  limitation  of 
price  support  to  the  commercial  wheat  pro¬ 
ducing  area.  The  major  differences  between 
the  House  amendment  and  the  conference 
substitute  are  that  the  level  of  price  support 
is  80  percent  (instead  of  90  percent  in  the 
House  amendment)  and  the  required  reduc¬ 
tion  in  acreage  is  20  percent  (instead  of  25 
percent  as  in  the  House  amendment) . 

The  House  provision  providing  price  sup¬ 
port  for  noncooperators  if  marketing  quotas 
for  wheat  should  be  disapproved  is  not  con¬ 
tained  in  the  conference  substitute.  In  its 
place,  the  conferees  adopted  the  Senate  pro¬ 
vision  which  will  have  the  effect  of  prohibit¬ 
ing  price  support  to  noncooperators  with  re¬ 
spect  to  any  basic  commodity.  If  marketing 
quotas  should  be  disapproved,  price  support 
at  50  percent  of  parity  would  be  made  avail¬ 
able  .  only  to  cooperators.  The  conference 
substitute  will  make  no  change  in  the  ex¬ 
isting  provision  of  law  which  fixes  the  mini¬ 
mum  CCC  resale  price  for  wheat  at  105  per¬ 
cent  of  the  current  support  price,  plus  carry¬ 
ing  charges. 

In  order  to  qualify  for  the  payment  in 
kind  provided  by  the  conference  substitute, 
the  producer  is  required,  in  accordance  with 
regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  to 
designate  an  acreage  on  the  farm  equal  to 
the  .20  percent  reduction  in  the  farm  wheat 
acreage  allotment.  A  great  deal  of  author¬ 
ity  has  been  left  in  this  matter  to  the  dis¬ 
cretion  of  the  Secretary.  The  intention  of 
the  conferees  is  that  an  acreage  of  cropland 
approximately  equal  in  productive  capacity 
to  the  producer’s  wheat  acreage  shall  be 
designated,  but  experience  under  the  Soil 
Bank  Act  has  shown  that  it  is  difficult  to 
spell  out  this  intention  within  the  rigid 
framework  of  law.  The  conference  there¬ 
fore  leaves  it  to  regulation,  which  may  be 
adapted  to  new  cases  or  problems  as  they 
arise.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  and  Is 
expected  to  issue  such  regulations  as  may 
be  necessary  to  effect  the  reduction  in  pro¬ 
duction  contemplated  by  this  provision. 
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The  conference  adopted  the  Senate  pro¬ 
vision  relating  to  production  of  wheat  on 
acreage  in  excess  of  acreage  allotments.. 
Under  this  provision  any  wheat  produced 
on  excess  acreage  will  be  considered  farm 
marketing  excess  and  subject  to  penalty. 
Under  the  House  amendment,  the  market¬ 
ing  excess  would  have  been  reduced  to  zero 
if  the  total  production  on  the  allotted  and 
excess  acres  did  not  exceed  the  normal  pro¬ 
duction  of  the  allotted  acres. 

The  conference  substitute  contains  the 
'  Senate  provisions  restricting  the  15-acre 
exemption  to  12  acres  in  I960  and  1961. 
This  permits  any  producer  who  has  har¬ 
vested  wheat  in  1957,  1958,  or  195/  except 
producers  operating  more  than  one  farm, 
to  take  full  advantage  of  the  12-acre  ex¬ 
emption.  The  House  provision  would  have 
restricted  the  exemption  to  12  acres  or  the 
highest  acreage  planted  on  the  farm  in  the 
immediately  preceding  3  years. 

The  conference  substitute  makes  no 
change  in  the  provisions,  common  to  both 
the  Senate  and  House  bills,  permitting  a 
producer  to  grow  as  much  wheat  as  he 
wants  if  he  uses  it  all  on  the  farm  where 
it  is  produced. 

With  respect  to  eligibility  for  voting  in 
the  referendum  on  wheat  marketing  quotas, 
the  conference  substitute  follows  the  Sen¬ 
ate  bill,,  which  made  no  change  in  existing 
law.  Under  the  conference  substitute,  pro¬ 
ducers  who  will  be  subject  to  the  market¬ 
ing  quotas  upon  which  the  referendum  is 
held  will  be  eligible  to  vote  in  that  refer¬ 
endum.  Thus,  all  producers  who  are  af¬ 
fected  by  the  temporary  reduction  in  the 
exemption  from  15  acres  to  12  acres  will  be 
eligible  to  vote  in  the  referendum  to  be 
held  next  July  on  the  1939  wheat  crop. 

Harold  D.  Cooley, 

W.  R.  Poage, 

George  M.  Grant, 

Carl  Albert, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 


June  17 


COMMEMORATING  EXECUTION  OF 
PRIME  MINISTER  IMRE  NAGY 
AND  MINISTER  OF  DEFENSE  MAJ. 
GEN.  PAL  MALETER 

(Mr.  HAYS  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  address  the  House  for  1  min¬ 
ute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  HAYS.  Mr.  Speaker,  a  year  ago 
the  Moscow  radio  announced  the  execu¬ 
tion  of  Imre  Nagy  and  General  Maleter 
of  the  Hungarian  revolution.  These 
executions  were  carried  out  in  spite  of 
strong  assurances  from  the  Soviet  that 
Mr.  Nagy  would  not  be  executed  and 
assurance  that  General  Maleter,  whc 
was  arrested  by  the  Soviets  while  he  wj 
negotiating  with  the  Soviet  general/in 
Hungary,  would  be  given  a  fair  trial. 
I  think  it  is  really  an  obligation/upon 
us  to  take  note  of  this  serious  yjnlation 
of  their  words,  which  is  traditional  with 
the  Russians,  at  a  time  whjm  we  are 
trying  to  negotiate  with  thereto 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  including  in  the 
extension  of  my  remark/  a  short  bio¬ 
graphy  of  General  Maleter  and  former 
Prime  Minister  Nagy  /5f  Hungary. 

On  June  17,  1958,/Moscow  Radio  of- 
»  ficially  announced/  the  execution  of 
Prime  Minister  Imre  Nagy,  Minister  of 
Defense  Maj.  Gen.  Pal  Maleter,  and  two 
other  4  leadersyof  the  1956  Hungarian 
Revolution.  The  fact  that  it  was  Mos¬ 
cow  which  broadcast  the  first  news  of 
the  executions  stirred  a  strong  protest 
all  over  the  world.  The  United  Nations 


Special  Committee  on  the  Problem  of 
Hungary  issued  a  statement  and  re¬ 
port  and  the  United  Nations’  General 
Assembly  expressed  its  strong  condem¬ 
nation  of  this  action.  The  executions 
took  place  despite  many  official  and  sol¬ 
emn  assurances  that  Premier  Nagy 
would  not  be  prosecuted.  As  to  General 
Maleter,  he  was  arrested  by  Soviet  se¬ 
curity  forces  under  General  Serov’s 
command  while  continuing  negotiations 
with  the  Soviet  Army  representatives  for 
the  withdrawal  of  Soviet  armed  forces 
from  Hungary  in  accordance  with  the 
October  30,  1956,  Moscow  declaration 
and  the  November  2,  1956,  official  So¬ 
viet  Government  communication. 

As  one  who  visited  the  Hungarian  bor¬ 
der  in  late  November  1956  I  am  proud  to 
join  in  commemorating  the  first  anni¬ 
versary  of  their  execution  and  in  pay¬ 
ing  tribute  to  these  Hungarian  patriots. 

.  Imre  Nagy 

\lmre  Nagy  was  bora  in  1896,  in  Kaposvar. 
Hfti  parents  were  Hungarian  peasants.  Be¬ 
fore,  World  War  I,  he  worked  in  a  steel  mill. 
During  the  First  World  War  he  served  on 
the  Russian  front  and  was  taken  prisoner 
by  theXTzarist  Russian  Army.  In  1917  he 
participated  in  the  revolution  and  returned 
to  Hungary  as  a  Communist  in  the  twenties^ 
All  through  his  political  career  his  attentior 
was  focused 'on  agricultural  problems  ai;  ' 
the  peasantry/  He  lead  the  illegal  Co 
munist  Party’s 'activities  in  the  Hungarian 
countryside  and  worked  later,  from  19g0  on, 
in  the  International  Agricultural  Institute 
in  Moscow.  He  returped  to  Hungary  in  1945, 
became  Minister  of  Agriculture  ha  the  first 
postwar  Ilungarian  provisional  government. 
In  this  capacity  he  organized  the  land- 
reform  which  gave  land,  tcy  the  landless 
peasants.  Due  to  the  stepWu  up  collectivi¬ 
zation  i  campaign  of  the  Communist  Party, 
in  1948,  which  followed  t/e  strict  Soviet  in¬ 
structions,  the  differe/ces  between  Imre 
Nagy  and  his  fellow  ^embers  ii\  the  Polit¬ 
buro  started. 

After  Stalin’s  de/th  and  the  collapse  of 
the  Rakoski  industrial  policy  Imre  Nagy  be¬ 
came  Prime  Minister  on  June  3,  1953,  and 
introduced  the/opular  reforms  aimed  a\the 
abolition  of  t/e  police  terror  and  the  easing 
of  the  burd/ns  of  the  peasantry.  The  im^ 
portant  political  measures  introduced  by  hir 
in  1953  and  1954  brought  him  into  conflict  ’ 
with  th/orthodox  or  Stalijnist  Communists. 
He  waj/relieved  of  his  post  and,  after  a  series 
of  reprisals,  excluded  from  the  party  mem¬ 
bership.  He  was  readmitted  to  the  party 
op/October  4,  1956,  as  a  result  of  the  pressure 
the  people  on  the  regime  demanding  the 
liberalization  of  party  control  and  the  re¬ 
affirmation  of  Hungarian  independence. 
Imre  Nagy  was  constitutionally  (according 
to  the  constitution  promulgated  by  the 
Communist  Party  itself)  elected  Prime  Min¬ 
ister  during  the  night  of  October  23-24, 
1956.  As  the  head  of  the  Revolutionary  Gov¬ 
ernment,  Imre  Nagy  declared  Hungary’s  neu¬ 
trality  and  called  upon  the  great  powers  and 
the  United  Nations  to  guarantee  this  neu¬ 
trality.  The  Soviet  Union,  in  her  negotia¬ 
tions  with  Imre  Nagy,  recognized  him  as  the 
constitutional  head  of  the  Hungarian  Gov¬ 
ernment  and  started  discussions  for  the 
withdrawal  of  Soviet  troops  from  Hungary. 
Breaching,  however,  the  many  solemn 
promises  and  guarantees  the  Soviet  Govern¬ 
ment  gave  to  Imre  Nagy  and  to  the  United 
Nations,  the  Soviet  Union  launched  a  second 
attack  against  Hungary  on  November  4,  1956. 
Imre  Nagy  was  forced  to  take  refuge  in  the 
Yugoslav  Embassy  in  Budapest.  After  the 
Soviet  imposed  Hungarian  Government 
headed  by  Janos  Kadar  gave  assurances  to 
the  Yugoslav  Government  of  his  safe-con¬ 
duct,  he  left  the  embassy  on  November  22, 


1956,  and  was  taken  by  Soviet  forces  to 
Rumania.  Despite  many  assurances  to  the 
opposite,  he  was  brought  to  trial  in  February 
1958  and  after  many  months  of  secret  pro 
ceedings,  executed  on  June  17,  1958. 

Maj.  Gen.  Pal  Maleter 

Born  in  1917,  Pal  Maleter  graduat/l  from 
the  Hungarian  Military  Academy  arfd  served 
on  the  Soviet  front  in  1942.  He /was  taken 
prisoner  by  the  Red  army  and  attended  politi¬ 
cal  lectures  and  indoctrination/courses.  He 
was  parachuted  in  1944  behind  the  German 
lines  as  a  captain  of  a  partisan  unit.  Pal 
Maleter  was  heavily  decorated  for  bravery 
and  became  a  member  At  the  Communist 
Party  in  postwar  Hunga/y.  Pal  Maleter  rose 
gradually  to  the  rank /If  colonel  in  the  Hun¬ 
garian  Army  and  ssfved,  from  1949  on,  in 
the  Ministry  of  National  Defense. 

After  the  outbreak  of  the  October  23,  1956, 
revolution,  Pal  krfaleter  was  ordered  to  lead  a 
Hungarian  army  armored  unit  to  the  scene  of 
the  fighting  afod  to  liquidate  the  revolution¬ 
aries  entren/hed  in  the  Killian  Barracks.  In 
going  to  th/  scene  of  the  fighting  he  contacted 
the  revolutionaries  and  became  convinced  of 
their  just  cause  that  they  were  fighting  for 
the  freedom  of  the  people  and  for  the  inde¬ 
pendence  of  the  country.  He  informed  his 
superior  of  his  decision  to  join  the  revolu¬ 
tionaries  and  took  command  of  the  Killian 
f  iarracks._  During  the  ensuing  days  the  Kil¬ 
lian  Barftcks  became  the  center  of  resistance 
and  a  famous  stronghold  of  the  revolution¬ 
aries  and  a  primary  target  of  incessant  Soviet 
attacks.  Soon  the  streets  around  the  bar¬ 
racks  were  obstructed  by  burnt-out  Soviet 
tanks  destroyed  by  gasoline  bottles  and  hand 
grenades.  For  his  bravery  he  became  a  re¬ 
vered  popular  hero  of'  the  Hungarian  revolu¬ 
tionary  youth. 

After  the  cease-fire  and  the  victory  of  the 
revolution,  the  Soviet  Red  army  units  with¬ 
drew  from  Budapest  and  Prime  Minister 
Imre  Nagy  called  upon  Pal  Maleter  to  join 
his  government  as  Minister  of  National  De¬ 
fense.  After  being  promoted  to  major  gen¬ 
eral,  he  headed  the  Hungarian  Government’s 
delegation  which  negotiated  the  withdrawal 
of  Soviet  troops  from  Hungary  with  the  So¬ 
viet  Army  Command  in  accordance  with  the 
Soviet  Government’s  wishes.  An  agreement 
was  reached  on  the  major  issues  and  during 
the  evening  of  November  3,  1956,  General 
Maleter  went  to  the  Soviet  Army  Headquar¬ 
ters  in  Tokol,  a  large  village  south  of  Buda¬ 
pest,  at  the  invitation  of  the  Red  army’s 
^commander  to  clear  the  technical  details  of 
le  withdrawal.  A  few  hours  later,  in  the 
e^ily  hours  of  November  4,  1956,  he  was  taken 
prisoner  by  the  head  of  the  Soviet  Secret 
Policy  General  Serov  and  the  second  Soviet 
attackvwas  launched  against  Hungary. 


GERMAN.  UNITY  DAY,  JUNE  17,  1959 

(Mr.  REuBS  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  address  the  House  for  1  min¬ 
ute  and  to'  i\vise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  REUSS.  ivtr.  Speaker,  just  6  years 
ago  today,  June  l\l953,  the  people  of 
East  Berlin  anci  of  least  Germany  were 
swarming  the  streets/in  revolt  against 
their  Communist  government.  For 
weeks  before  tension  haosbeen  mounting 
and  dissatisfaction  boilink  to  the  sur¬ 
face.  Finally,  one  June  16\the  building 
workers  of  East  Berlin  climbed  down 
from  thier  scaffolds  and  \marched 
through  the  streets  shouting  their  de¬ 
mands.  The  climax  came  the  next  day 
when  the  whole  populace  turned  out  to 
shout  its  resentment  and  to  protest),  its 
subjection  to  the  imposed  Ulbricnfc- 
Grotewohl  regime. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  rejected  conference  report  oiXwheat  bill,  and  returned  bill  to 
conference.  House  conferees  were  appointed  on  USQA  appropriation  bill;  permission 
. Ranted  until  June  22  to  file  conference  report  on\ill.  House  passed  mutual  securi¬ 
ty  authorization  bill.  Rep.  Lanfe  criticized  propose^ permanent  extension  of  Sugar 
Act.  Senate  passed  Commerce  appropriation  bill. 


HOUSE 

1.  WHEAT.  Rejected,  202  to  214,  the  conference  report  on  S.  1968,  the  wheat  bill 
(pp.  10119-28) .  Agreed  to  a  motion  by  Rep.  Albert  to  return  the  bil_  to  con¬ 
ference  for  further  consideration  (p.  10128).  Conferees  were  appointed 
(10128)  . 

AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1960.  Conferees  were  appointed  on.^this  bill, 
H.  R.  7175  and  permission  was  granted  until  midnight  June  22  to  file  a  con¬ 
fer  ewie  report  on  the  bill  (p.  10119).  Senate  conferees  have  already  been 

appointed. 

Mu/aL  SECURITY.  Passed,  271  to  142,  with  amendments  H.  R.  7500  to  fj'V 
Utual  security  program  (pp.  10128-165).  Agreed  to  an  amendment  by  Rap.  Cfry 


to  permit  the  use  of  foreign  currencies  for  the  "purchase  and  disseminat  } 
in  addition  to  the  translation,  of  scientific  books  and  treatises  (pp.  1  5-6) 

Rejected,  47  to  96,  an  amendment  by  Rep.  Wolf  to  authorize  the  President  r 

a  10-year  period  to  donate  not  to  exceed  $250,000,000  worth  of  CCC  surpl 


commodities  annually  to  the  United  Nations  for  famine  relief  abroad 
10146-49).  \ 


4.  SUGAR.  Rep.  Lane  criticized  proposals  for  the  permanent  extensi  >f  the  Sugar 
Act,  contended  that  "sugar  is  a  completely  controlled  commoditj  md  stated 
that  the  "Director  of  the  Sugar  Division  of  the  Department  of  /  mlture  ad¬ 
mitted  that  the  administration  of  the  Sugar  Act  has  been  in  aci  tnce  with 

the  desires  of  the  domestic  sugar  industry,"  pp.  10177-8 


5.  ELECTRIFICATION.  Received  from  GAO  an  audit  report  on  the 
tion  Administration  for  .the  fiscal  year  1958.  p.  10184 

Both  Houses  received  from  Interior  a  proposed  bill  ~A>  establish  revolving- 
type  funds  in  the  Treasury  for  the  Southeastern  Power  iministration  and  the 
Southwestern  Power  Administration"  to  Interior  and  Ins  Lar  Affairs  and  S. 
Public  Works  Committees,  pp.  10184,  10187 


ural  Electrifica- 


6. 


SALINE  WATER.  Both  Houses  received  a  letter  from  Interior  "relative  to  the 
construction  and  operation  of  saline  water  demonstration  plants."  pp.  10184, 
10187 


7.  FEDERAL-STATE  RELATIONS.  Rep.  Dingel\  urged  ihe  defeat  of  H.  R.  3,  to  estab¬ 
lish  rules  of  interpretation  governing  questions  of  the  effect  of  Acts  of 
Congress  on  State  laws,  contending  thacythe  bill  "virtually  does  away  with 
the  power  of  the  Federal  Government  to  be  supreme  in  the  field  of  inter¬ 
national  relations,  interstate  and  foreign  commerce,  civil  rights,  protection 
of  citizens,  and  the  many  other  fields  whet*e  the  Government  properly  and  con¬ 
stitutionally  acts  as  the  Government  of  one  United  States."  p.  10180 


8.  HOUSING.  The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  conferees  "agreed  to  file  a  conference 
report  on  the  differences  between  the  Senate'  anc|  House-passed  versions  of 
S.  57,  Housing  Act  of  1959."  p/.  D502 


9.  NATURAL  RESOURCES;  FARM  PROGRAM.  Rep.  Diggs  insertedythe  platform  on  national 
affairs  adopted  by  the  American  Veterans  Committee  on\various  matters,  includ¬ 
ing  agriculture,  conservation  of  natural  resources,  economic  policy,  and 
housing,  pp.  10172-4 


10.  ATOMIC  ENERGY.  Rep.  Holifield  1  ..;dls.cusaed:  a.-.  .  heariilg  to  be  held 

June  22-26  by  the  Joint  Committee  on  Atomic  Energy  on  the  biWogical  and 
environmental  effects  of  nuclear  war,  including  the  effects  o\  soils  and 
crops  and  processed  foods,  pp.  10174-7 


SENATE 


11.  COMMERCE  APPROPRIATION  BILL  FOR  1960.  Passed,  89  to  4,  as  reported  t\is  bill, 
H.  R.  7349.  / Conferees  were  appointed,  pp.  10196-9 


12.  LEGISLATIVE^  APPROPRIATION  BILL  FOR  1960.  Passed,  92  to  1,  as  reported  this 
bill,  H,/ R.  7453.  Conferees  were  appointed.  This  bill  includes  approprit 
tions  for  the  Botanic  Gardens,  Library  of  Congress  and  GPO.  pp.  10200-1 


^•3.  INDEPENDENT  OFFICES  APPROPRIATION  BILL  FOR  1960.  A  subcommittee  of  the  Appro¬ 
priations  Committee  voted  to  report  to  the  full  committee  this  bill,  H.  R. 
7040.  p.  D498 
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House  of  Representatives 


The  House  met  at  11  d^lock  a.m. 

The  Chaplain,  Rev.  Bernard  Braskamp, 
D.D.,  offered  the  following  player: 

Ephesians  5 :  1-2 :  Be  ye  tlibt^efore  fol¬ 
lowers  of  God,  and  walk  in  love/qs  Christ 
also  hath  loved  us. 

Almighty  God,  grant  that  we  nfay  be 
abundantly  equal  to  the  duties  and  tasks 
of  this  new  day,  confronting  them  wit 
a  sense  of  power  that  exceeds  our  sensf 
of  difficulty. 

Deliver  us  from  the  anxieties  and 
worries  which  consume  our  strength  and 
mar  our  peace.  May  we  remain  calm 
and  courageous  in  the  contemplation  of 
Thy  divine  grace  and  love. 

Show  us  how  the  lofty  ambitions  and 
aspirations,  which  animate  us  and  which 
we  cherish,  may  be  brought  to  fulfill¬ 
ment  and  fruition. 

We  are  daily  praying  that  the  spirit 
of  peace  and  good  will  may  have  an 
ever-widening  dominion,  removing  the 
things  that  engender  strife  and 
strengthening  the  bonds  of  friendship 
among  all  the  nations. 

Hear  us  in  the  name  of  the  Prince  of 
Peace.  Amen. 


THE  JOURNAL 


The  Journal  of  the  proceedings  of  yes¬ 
terday  was  read  and  approved. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  SENATE 


A  message  from  the  Senate  by /Mr. 
McGown,  one  of  its  clerks,  announced 
that  the  Senate  agrees  to  the  amendment 
of  the  House  (to  the  Senate  amendment 
to  the  House  amendmentb/to  the  bill 
(S.  1)  entitled  “An  act  amend  the 
Federal  Airport  Act  in  Mrder  to  extend 
the  time  for  making /grants  under  the 
provisions  of  such  a^ and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses.” 

The  message  art so  announced  that  the 
Senate  agrees/w  the  report  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  of  conference  on  the  disagreeing 
votes  of  rife  two  Houses  on  the  amend¬ 
ment  oLrthe  House  to  the  bill  (S.  1968) 
entitled  “An  act  to  strengthen  the  wheat 
marketing  quota  and  price  support  pro¬ 
gram.” 


The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Vice  President  has  appointed  Mr.  John¬ 
ston  of  South  Carolina  and  Mr.  Carlson 
members  of  the  Joint  Select  Committee 
on  the  part  of  the  Senate,  as  provided  for 
in  the  act  of  August  5,  1939,  entitled 
“An  act  to  provide  for  the  disposition  of 
certain  records  of  the  U.S.  Government,” 
for  the  disposition  of  executive  papers 
referred  to  in  the  report  of  the  Archivist 
of  the  United  States  numbered  59-12. 


DEPARTMENT'  OF  AGRICULTURE 

ANEKFARM  CREDIT  ADMINISTRA- 

tionVppropriaton  BILL  / 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  tablesthe  bill  (H.R.  7175)  mak¬ 
ing  appropriation;  for  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  anasFarm;tCredit  Admin¬ 
istration  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1960,  and  for  otper  purposes,  with 
Senate  amendments  tlwoto.  disagree  to 
the  Senate  amendments\and  agree  to 
the  conference  asked  by  the  Senate. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  requesf/df  the  gentleman  fkpm  Min¬ 
nesota?  ..The  chair  hears  none  and  ap¬ 
points  the  following  conferees:  Messrs. 
Whitten,  Marshall,  Cannon,  AndeS^en 
of  Minnesota,  and  Taber. 

/Mi-.  MARSHALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  asl 
/Unanimous  consent  that  the  conferees  on 
the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses 
on  the  bill  H.R.  7175  may  have  until 
midnight  June  22  in  which  to  file  a  re¬ 
port. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Min¬ 
nesota? 

There  was  no  objection. 


The  Clerk  called  the  roll,  and  the  fol¬ 
lowing  Members  failed  to  answer  to  their 


names : 

[Roll  No.  90] 

Ashley 

Daddario 

Powell 

Belcher 

netvis,  Tenn. 

Rabaut 

Blatnik 

Dorn,  S.C. 

Rostenkowski 

Blitch 

’’  Gray 

Scherer 

Canfield  / 

Hagen 

Short 

Carter  /' 

Harris 

Teague,  Tex. 

Celler 

Harrison 

Willis 

Cohelan 

Kasem 

Wilson 

Cooley 

Curt’ls,  Mass. 

McGinley 

Withrow 

Macdonald 

The  SPEAKER.  On  this  rollcall  404 
Members  have  answered  to  their  names, 
a  quorum. 

By  unanimous  consent,  further  pro¬ 
ceedings  under  the  call  were  dispensed 
with. 


CALL  OF  THE  HOUSE 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  make  the  point  of  order  that  a 
quorum  is  not  present. 

The  SPEAKER.  Evidently  a  quorum  is 
not  present. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
move  a  call  of  the  House. 

A  call  of  the  House  was  ordered. 


WHEAT  PROGRAM 

Mr:  POAGE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  call  up 
the  conference  report  on  the  bill  (S. 
1968)  to  strengthen  the  wheat  marketing 
quota  and  price  support  program,  and 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  state¬ 
ment  of  the  managers  on  the  part  of  the 
House  be  read  in  lieu  of  the  report. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Texas? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  statement. 

(For  conference  report  and  statement, 
see  proceedings  of  the  House  of  June  17, 
1959.) 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  10 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Okla¬ 
homa  tMr.  Albert]. 

(Mr.  ALBERT  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  con¬ 
ferees  bring  for  the  consideration  of 
the  House  today  a  compromise  bill 
which  has  been  worked  out  in  confer¬ 
ence  with  the  conferees  of  the  other 
body  in  2  days  of  sessions.  The  form 
of  the  bill  which  we  bring  today  follows 
substantially  the  form  of  the  House  bill. 
The  compromise  is  a  compromise  with 
respect  to  the  support  level  and  with 
respect  to  cuts  in  allotments. 

The  Senate  bill  was  a  multiprice  bill 
which  provided  for  various  stages  of 
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price  support  ranging  from  65  to  75  to  80 
percent  of  parity  with  a  stairstep  of 
cuts  ranging  from  no  cuts  to  cuts  up  to 
20  percent.  It  was  the  opinion  of  the 
House  conferees  that  that  kind  of  bill 
would  not  do  the  job;  we  would  have 
no  way  of  knowing  whether  we  would 
get  any  cuts  either  in  price  or  in  acre¬ 
age.  Certainly  it  would  be  sure  that  we 
would  not  get  enough  cuts  to  bring  the 
production  of  wheat  below  the  disap¬ 
pearance  of  wheat.  The  bill  upon  which 
the  conferees  have  compromised  reduces 
the  price  support  feature  contained  in 
the  House  bill  from  90  percent  to  80 
percent.  The  House  conferees  submitted 
practically  every  possible  intervening 
proposal  between  90  percent  and  80  per¬ 
cent,  and  all  proposals  were  rejected  by 
the  Senate  conferees  until  we  reached 
the  level  of  80  percent.  There  were 
some  who  wanted  to  continue  the  sup¬ 
port  level  at  75  percent.  The  majority 
of  the  members  of  the  House  conferees 
wanted  the  House  bill.  This  conference 
report  represents  a  compromise. 

This  bill  also  will  provide  for  a  re¬ 
duction  in  acreage  allotments  by  20 
percent.  In  the  considered  judgment 
of  your  conferees  this  bill  will  take  more 
than  11  million  acres  out  of  production 
and  will  cut  the  production  of  wheat  by 
about  300  million  bushels  per  year  in  a 
normal  year.  It  will  cut  costs  to  the 
Government  an  average  of  about  $200 
million  a  year.  It  will  aid  the  wheat 
farmers  of  this  country  because  it  will 
begin  to  get  disappearance  above  pro¬ 
duction,  and  everybody  that  knows  any¬ 
thing  about  the  program  knows  that 
the  wheat  farmers  cannot  expect  to  con¬ 
tinue  with  a  program  under  which  the 
Government  is  buying  at  the  rate  of  100 
million  to  400  million  bushels  of  wheat 
per  year  and  storing  it  at  a  carrying 
charge  of  from  18  to  30  cents  a  bushel, 
wheat  which  we  can  neither  sell  nor 
give  away  at  home  or  abroad.  That  is 
the  important  issue  in  this  bill. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ALBERT.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Indiana. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  When  the  bill  was 
before  the  House  the  gentleman  offered 
an  amendment  which,  as  I  understood, 
gave  the  small  wheat  farmer  a  vote  in 
the  referendum.  The  gentleman  made 
a  very  persuasive  argument  for  it. 
Now,  is  that  provision  still  in  the  bill 
under  this  conference  report,  or  has  it 
been  taken  out? 

Mr.  ALBERT.  No;  the  Senate  provi¬ 
sion  was  accepted.  The  Senate  provi¬ 
sion  is  a  partial  victory  for  the  small 
farmer,  and  giving  up  the  right  to  vote 
was  a  partial  loss  to  the  small  fanner. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  In  other  words,  the 
right  of  the  small  wheat  farmer  to  vote 
in  the  referendum  has  been  taken  out 
of  the  bill  by  the  conference  action? 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Only  those  subject  to 
marketing  penalties  are  permitted  to 
vote,  which  means  those  who  have  allot¬ 
ments  of  more  than  12  acres,  I  will  say 
to  the  distinguished  gentleman;  or  to 
those  who  plant  more  than  12  acres. 

In  return  for  that,  the  Senate  bill  is 
more  liberal  in  its  acreage  allowance  to 
the  small  farmer,  because  under  the 


House  bill  the  exemption  extended  either 
to  12  acres  or  the  highest  planted. 
Under  the  conference  report  any  farmer 
who  planted  wheat  in  any  amount, 
from  less  than  an  acre  up,  is  entitled  to 
the  full  exemption  of  12  acres  under  this 
bill. 

Now  I  want  to  go  to  the  basic  philoso¬ 
phy  of  this  bill.  The  purpose  of  this 
bill  is  to  cut  Government  costs,  to  cut 
wheat  production  and  to  try  to  do  that 
without  wrecking  the  economy  of  the 
wheat  farmer.  That  is  the  purpose  and 
the  philosophy  of  this  conference  re¬ 
port. 

The  President’s  press  conference  yes¬ 
terday  has  been  quoted  quite  a  bit  lately, 
as  to  whether  he  will  sign  or  veto  this 
bill.  I  do  not  know  what  the  President 
of  the  United  States  will  do  and  I  do 
not  think  you  can  tell  from  his  press 
conference  what  he  will  do.  But  I  know 
this,  that  if  the  President  vetoes  this 
bill  it  will  be  his  responsibility  and  his 
alone.  If  the  President  signs  this  bill, 
the  primary  responsibility  for  what 
happens  will  be  in  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States  where  it  should  be.  We 
are  the  primary  legislative  authority 
of  this  country  and  I,  for  one,  am  will¬ 
ing  to  take  my  share  of  the  responsibil¬ 
ity. 

If  the  President  vetoes  this  bill,  he 
will  be  vetoing  a  measure  which  con¬ 
tains  in  many  particulars  legislative 
reforms  which  he  has  advocated.  Every¬ 
thing  in  this  bill  but  the  support  level 
has  been  advocated  by  the  President  of 
the  United  States.  In  his  message  to 
Congress  on  January  29,  the  President 
of  the  United  States  said  that  the  con¬ 
trol  aspect  of  this  approach  is  drastic 
regimentation  which  Congress  has  not 
been  willing  to  impose.  While  this  ap¬ 
proach  might  have  merit  for  an  emer¬ 
gency  adjustment  it  would  not  be  in  the 
best  longtime  interests  of  the  wheat 
growers  and  agriculture  generally. 

Mr.  Speaker,  if  there  was  ever  a  time 
when  we  have  an  emergency  adjustment 
period  that  time  is  now.  What  else  did 
the  President  recommend?  He  recom¬ 
mended  that  we  eliminate  the  provision 
allowing  farmers  to  grow  up  to  15  acres. 
We  have  reduced  that  to  12. 

He  recommended  that  we  raise  the 
penalty  rate  for  overplanting  to  a  point 
that  will  stop  the  practice,  and  we  have 
done  that  precisely  as  he  recommended. 

He  has  recommended  that  we  base  the 
penalty  for  overplanting  on  the  actual 
overproduction  rather  than  the  normal 
yield  per  acre.  We  have  done  that  pre¬ 
cisely  as  the  President  has  recommended. 

He  has  asked  that  we  eliminate  the 
55  million  acre  minimum,  and  we  have 
reduced  that  minimum  to  44  million 
acres. 

He  has  asked  on  various  occasions  that 
we  allow  unrestricted  production  of 
wheat  for  feed  on  the  farm  so  that  a 
farmer  can  plant  all  he  wants  to  plant 
for  his  own  purposes.  We  have  done 
that  precisely  as  the  President  of  the 
United  States  has  previously  recom¬ 
mended. 

This  bill  will  reduce  production,  I  re¬ 
peat,  by  300  million  bushels  a  year.  This 
bill  will  cut  the  cost.  This  bill  should  be 
enacted. 


Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
10  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Iowa 
[Mr.  HoevenL 

(Mr.  HOEVEN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  with 
reference  to  where  the  responsibility  may 
lie  as  far  as  the  enactment  of  wheat 
legislation  is  concerned,  the  fact  still 
remains  that  the  responsibility  for  en¬ 
acting  realistic  legislation  -Which  can  be 
enacted  into  law  is  within  the  province 
of  the  Congress  of  the  United  States. 
You  cannot  shift  that  responsibility  to 
the  President  of  the  United  States,  no 
matter  how  hard  you  try. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  for  a  brief  observation? 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Indiana. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  In  light  of  the  state¬ 
ment  made  by  the  gentleman  from  Okla¬ 
homa,  I  certainly  do  not  know  whether 
the  President  will  sign  this  bill  or  not  if 
it  is  passed  by  the  Congress  in  its  present 
form,  and  I  do  not  think  anyone  else 
knows. 

As  far  as  I  am  concerned,  I  commend 
the  gentleman  from  Oklahoma  for  saying 
that  if  it  becomes  law  it  is  the  responsi¬ 
bility,  and  it  will  be  the  responsibility 
may  I  say,  largely  of  the  majority  party 
here  in  the  Congress  of  the  United  States. 
And  if  that  is  the  situation  then  certainly 
you  carry  the  responsibility  and  one  day 
if  it  becomes  law,  because  it  is  not  going 
to  really  cut  down  on  the  production,  it  is 
going  to  continue  to  be  an  expensive  pro¬ 
gram,  and  does  not  deal  realistically 
with  the  real  problem  that  is  before  us, 
so  as  far  as  I  am  concerned,  the  ma¬ 
jority  will  have  to  carry  that  responsi¬ 
bility. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  There  is  so  much  to  be 
said  against  the  conference  report  and 
so  little  time  in  which  to  say  it  under 
the  parliamentary  situation  which  pre¬ 
vails  so  I  can  only  hit  the  highspots. 
First  of  all,  let  me  say  that  the  conference 
report  was  not  signed  by  the  minority 
Members  of  the  House  who  were  among 
the  conferees.  Neither  was  it  signed  by 
the  ranking  minority  Member  in  the 
other  body.  A  strange  alinement  has 
sprung  up  in  opposition  to  the  conference 
report.  I  understand  it  is  being  opposed 
by  those  who  want  90  percent  of  parity. 
On  the  other  hand  it  is  opposed  by  those 
who  want  less  than  80  percent  of  parity. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  for  a  question  at  this 
point? 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  I  yield  to  my  friend 
from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Has  not  the  gentleman 
hit  the  nail  on  the  head?  In  other 
words,  that  this  is  a  compromise  be¬ 
tween  those  who  want  low  prices  and 
those  who  want  high  prices? 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Of  course  it  is  a  com¬ 
promise  but  a  compromise  is  not  neces¬ 
sarily  always  right. 

Again,  I  say  the  conference  report 
seems  to  be  opposed  by  those  who  con¬ 
tend  we  should  have  90  percent  of  parity. 
It  is  opposed  by  those  who  say  that  80 
percent  of  parity  is  too  high.  It  is 
opposed  by  those  who  feel  that  a  20- 
percent  cut  is  too  drastic  and  it  is  op- 
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posed  by  those  who  feel  that  a  20-per¬ 
cent  cut  is  not  enough.  And  if  we  can  get 
the  facts  to  the  people,  I  am  sure  that 
they  as  taxpayers  are  also  opposed.  In 
short,  I  have  been  unable  to  find  anyone 
who  is  really  hot  for  this  legislation 
when  you  boil  it  all  down. 

The  conference  report  does  not  come 
to  grips  with  the  surplus  problem.  It 
costs  more  than  the  present  program. 
In  the  general  debate  on  the  main  bill 
the  other  day  I  tried  to  point  out  two 
criteria  that  had  to  be  met  so  far  as 
I  was  concerned,  and  I  believe  I  reflect 
the  position  of  the  minority  in  that 
regard.  First,  any  legislation  must  re¬ 
sult  in  reducing  the  surplus  as  it  encom¬ 
passes  all  crops  and,  secondly,  any  new 
proposal  must  cost  less  than  the  present 
program.  If  we  do  not  accomplish  this, 
we  are  simply  shadow  boxing. 

This  bill  has  one  fundamental  weak¬ 
ness.  It  attempts  to  go  in  two  direc¬ 
tions  at  the  same  time.  On  the  one 
hand  it  tells  farmers  that  they  must 
reduce  their  acreage  of  wheat  by  20 
percent.  On  the  other  hand  it  tells 
farmers  to  step  up  their  yields  per  acre 
because  the  Federal  Government  will 
support  the  price  at  a  higher  rate  per 
bushel. 

Those  who  have  not  examined  the  his¬ 
torical  facts  very  carefully  would  be¬ 
lieve  those  who  claim  that  a  20-percent 
reduction  in  acreage  would  reduce  pro¬ 
duction  by  approximately  20  percent. 
However,  all  history  and  all  statistical 
data  point  in  the  opposite  direction. 
In  the  5-year  period,  1949-53,  the  har¬ 
vested  acreage  averaged  67.7  million 
acres,  with  an  average  yield  during  that 
period  of  16.5  bushels  per  acre.  Under 
acreage  controls  in  the  1954-58  period 
acreage  was  reduced  by  over  25  percent 
but  yield  per  acre  jumped  to  21.4  bushels 
per  acre,  about  30  percent.  We  would 
expect  that  the  same  situation  would 
happen  in  1960  and  1961  as  has  hap¬ 
pened  in  the  past.  Cut  the  acreage  and 
yields  jump.  This  may  be  expected 
since  the  poorest  acres  come  out  and  all 
the  technology  is  poured  on  the  re¬ 
mainder. 

There  seems  little  justification  in  rais¬ 
ing  price  supports  at  a  time  when  we 
have  1.3  billion  bushels  of  wheat  in  sur¬ 
plus  representing  over  $3.5  billion.  The 
bill  approved  by  the  conference  commit¬ 
tee  does  just  that'.  It  raises  price  support 
for  wheat  by  some  12  cents  per  bushel 
from  75  percent  of  parity  to  80  percent  of 
parity.  While  raising  supports,  the  con¬ 
ference  bill  cuts  the  acreage  of  wheat 
farmers  by  20  percent.  This  is  a  harsh 
cut  to  the  individual  farmer.  We  know 
from  experience  that  a  cut  in  acreage 
never  brings  a  corresponding  cut  in  pro¬ 
duction.  The  Department  of  Agriculture 
estimates  that  the  20 -percent  cut  in 
acreage  will  bring  only  a  10-percent  cut 
in  wheat  output. 

Thus  the  farmer  is  asked  to  take  a  fur¬ 
ther  cut  in  his  wheat  acreage  under  a 
program  which  will  not  really  reduce  the 
surplus. 

The  payment-in-kind  provision  is  still 
in  the  conference  bill — and  let  me  say 
that  in  my  opinion  this  administrative 
monstrosity  is  completely  unfeasible. 
The  payment-in-kind  provision  calls  for 
the  Government  to  channel  back  into  the 


market  an  amount  of  wheat  equal  to 
one-third  of  that  which  would  have  been 
raised  on  the  wheat  acreage  in  the  20 
percent  cut.  In  other  words,  this  pay¬ 
ment-in-kind  gimmick  means  that  the 
actual  amount  of  wheat  available  on  the 
market  would  be  only  13  percent  less 
than  at  present  if  a  20 -percent  cut  in 
acreage  resulted  in  a  20-percent  cut  in 
output.  We  know  this  cannot  happen. 
If  we  use  the  Department’s  estimate  that 
a  20-percent  cut  in  acreage  will  result 
in  only  a  10-percent  cut  in  wheat  pro¬ 
duction,  the  payment-in-kind  gimmick 
will  cause  only  a  3-percent  cut  in  the 
total  wheat  supply  on  the  market.  This 
is  not  enough  to  cut  into  surplus.  There¬ 
fore,  Uncle  Sam  will  either  buy  back  his 
own  wheat  or  buy  other  wheat  to  replace 
that  which  was  given  away.  This  just 
doesn’t  make  sense.  There  are  many 
administrative  problems  raised  by  the 
payment-in-kind  provision.  For  exam¬ 
ple,  how  will  the  Department  determine 
the  actual  yield  on  every  wheat  farm  in 
the  United  States?  There  are  no  such 
records  now.  How  can  such  a  program 
be  administered?  You  would  have  to 
catalog  every  wheat  farm  in  the  United 
States  and  would  have  to  keep  a  careful 
check  on  each  farmer’s  wheat  production 
and  figure  out  the  amount  of  his  pay¬ 
ment  in  kind.  The  whole  program  would 
have  to  be  carefully  policed  and  super¬ 
vised.  In  my  judgment,  this  provision 
in  the  bill  cannot  be  enforced. 

The  fact  that  the  wheat  fanner  faces 
a  bleak  future  under  this  bill  is  evi¬ 
denced  by  the  lack  of  support  by  farm 
and  commodity  organizations.  I  have 
heard  no  clamor  for  its  enactment.  On 
the  contrary,  I  have  heard  only  criticism 
from  all  quarters.  The  bill  not  only 
imposes  a  sharp  cut  in  acreage,  lower 
income,  and  no  hope  of  alleviating’  sur¬ 
pluses  at  less  cost,  but  it  does  not  give 
a  clear-cut  choice  in  the  national  ref¬ 
erendum. 

Here  is  the  choice  a  wheat  fanner 
must  make — a  wheat  farmer  who  is 
eligible  to  vote,  that  is,  since  the  over¬ 
whelming  majority  of  wheat  farmers  are 
still  denied  the  right  to  vote — the 
wheat  farmer  must  either  take  this  bill 
or  nothing.  If  marketing  quotas  are 
voted  down,  only  cooperators  would  get 
price  support.  That  means  50  percent 
of  parity  of  $1.18  per  bushel  on  the 
present  allotment,  hardly  survival  price. 
The  bill  specifically  prohibits  price  sup¬ 
port  to  noncooperators.  In  addition, 
CCC  could  release  its  tremendous  sur¬ 
plus  at  approximately  53  percent  of 
parity,  so  the  market  price  would  be  so 
dramatically  depressed  that  noncoop¬ 
erators  could  not  survive  either.  The 
only  choice  offered  farmers  is  the  bill. 
The  referendum  would  be  mere  window 
dressing. 

There  are  still  many  loopholes  in  this 
bill.  There  is  no  cross  compliance.  A 
wheat  farmer  can  still  raise  corn,  grain 
sorghum,  or  any  other  price-supported 
crop  if  he  wishes  to  do  so.  All  he  would 
lose  would  be  his  price  support  on  his 
wheat  and  the  payments  in  kind.  It  has 
been  argued  that  this  is  a  sufficient  in¬ 
ducement  to  cause  the  individual  farmer 
to  forsake  planting  any  price-supported 
crop.  However,  my  experience  has  been 
that  America’s  best  businessman  is  the 
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American  farmer.  He  will  recognize  and 
utilize  this  loophole.  I  want  to  say  to 
you  representatives  from  the  Corn  Belt 
that  these  diverted  acres  can  be  put  into 
grain  sorghums  which  are  already  creat¬ 
ing  a  great  surplus  problem.  Further¬ 
more,  the  diverted  acres  can  be  put  into 
corn,  barley,  oats,  and  other  price-sup- 
ported  crops  in  direct  competition  with 
corn  and  feed  grains.  In  reducing  some 
of  the  wheat  surplus,  you  are,  by  the 
same  token,  adding  to  the  surplus  of  gen¬ 
eral  farm  commodities  and,  hence,  you 
are  getting  nowhere  fast. 

The  cost  of  this  bill  is  more  than  the 
present  program.  Under  this  bill,  the 
export  subsidy  which  we  pay  on  every 
bushel  of  wheat  would  be  raised  by  12 
cents.  This  alone  means  an  additional 
cost  of  $63  million  per  year. 

The  payment-in-kind  provision  is  esti¬ 
mated  to  be  $113  million  per  year.  The 
cost  of  supporting  additional  crops 
planted  on  that  acreage  taken  out  of 
small  farms  and  additional  crops  grown 
by  farmers  who  do  not  take  payments  in 
kind  would  be  around  $75  million  per 
year. 

The  savings  to  CCC  by  virtue  of  the  20 
percent  acreage  allotment  cut  would  run 
about  $240  million  per  year. 

Thus,  when  we  add  the  increased  ex¬ 
port  subsidy  of  $33  million  plus  the  pay¬ 
ment-in-kind  provision  of  $113  million, 
plus  $75  million  for  diverted  acres,  and 
subtract  possible  savings  by  the  required 
allotment  cut,  we  come  out  with  a  pro¬ 
gram  costing  some  $11  million  per  year 
more  than  at  present. 

You  are  not  meeting  the  issue,  and  you 
are  only  adding  to  the  cost  of  the  overall 
surplus  problem. 

Mr.  FRIEDEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield?  * 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FRIEDEL.  If  we  do  not  adopt  the 
conference  report  would  we  go  back  to 
the  old  law? 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  If  the  conference  re¬ 
port  is  not  adopted  and  no  other  action 
is  taken  by  the  Congress,  the  present  law 
will  prevail,  which  means  75  percent  of 
parity  and  an  allotment  of  55  million 
acres. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  I  wish  the  gentleman 
would  explain  to  the  House  what  is  go¬ 
ing  to  happen  to  the  15-acre  wheat  farm¬ 
er,  and  we  have  many,  many  of  them  in 
Illinois,  when  they  become,  as  I  under¬ 
stand,  12-acre  wheat  farmers,  yet  will  not 
be  allowed  to  participate  in  the  referen¬ 
dum.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  That  is  correct.  The 
farmers  whose  exemptions  have  been  re¬ 
duced  from  15  to  12  acres  will  not  be  eli¬ 
gible  to  vote  in  the  referendum.  The 
only  one  who  can  vote  is  the  one  who 
plants  more  than  12  acres,  if  he  has  an 
allotment  and  is  willing  to  pay  a  market¬ 
ing  quota  penalty  if  he  overproduces. 

Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee.  Mr.  Speaker, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee.  Does  not  ev¬ 
ery  farmer  who  now  votes,  vote  under 
this  legislation? 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  The  present  law  still 
applies,  and  the  12 -acre  farmer  does  not 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


10122 

vote.  I  think  that  is  one  of  the  glaring 
faults  of  this  bill.  The  bill  does  nothing 
for  the  small-sized  farms.  The  12-acre 
farmer  is  disfranchised.  The  situation 
is  just  as  it  is  in  the  present  law. 

This  conference  report,  if  adopted, 
would  drive  us  to  programs  which  would 
involve  us  in  even  greater  trouble  than 
the  present  one.  Let  us  not  prescribe 
for- a  sick  patient  another  dose  of  what 
caused  the  illness  in  the  first  place. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Mon¬ 
tana  [Mr.  Anderson]. 

(Mr.  ANDERSON  of  Montana  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  ANDERSON  of  Montana.  Mr. 
Speaker,  the  House  last  Friday  approved 
a  good  wheat  bill.  It  would  have  reduced 
surpluses,  cut  the  costs  of  the  wheat 
program,  and  yet  would  have  maintained 
farm  income  at  a  decent  level  in  com¬ 
parison  with  the  rest  of  our  Nation’s 
economy. 

The  House  wheat  bill  as  reported  out 
by  our  Committee  on  Agriculture  would 
have  reduced  our  wheat  surpluses  by 
about  200  million  bushels.  It  would  have 
saved  more  than  half  a  billion  dollars  in 
Government  outlays,  and  it  would  have 
avoided  increased  surplus  problems  for 
feed-livestock  producers.  Our  House 
wheat  bill  would  have  provided  90  per¬ 
cent  of  parity  in  return  for  a  25-percent 
cut  in  acreage  allotments  and  without 
cross  compliance. 

I  know  this  would  have  been  workable 
legislation.  I  know  that  our  Nation’s 
wheatgrowers  would  have  accepted  the 
measure,  even  though  it  called  for  sub¬ 
stantial  sacrifices! '  But  we  were  willing 
to  make  those  sacrifices  in  order  to 
further  the  national  interest. 

I  would  like  to  highly  commend  our 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  its  able 
and  distinguished  chairman,  the  Honor¬ 
able  Harold  Cooley,  for  bringing  out  this 
legislation.  Further,  I  think  we  should 
pay  high  tribute  to  the  Wheat  Subcom¬ 
mittee  chairman,  the  Honorable  Carl 
Albert,  and  his  vice  chairman,  the  Hon¬ 
orable  Paul  Jones.  They  all  did  a  grand 
job. 

Unfortunately,  the  conference  com¬ 
mittee  this  week  was  forced  to  largely 
accede  to  the  Senate  position  so  that 
the  proposal  now  before  the  House  makes 
a  demand  for  still  greater  sacrifices  on 
the  part  of  our  Nation’s  wheat  farmers. 

In  my  opinion,  the  conference  report 
now  before  us  is  little  better  than  the 
original  Senate  bill  that  we  had  hoped 
would  be  improved. 

The  conference  report  has  the  pro¬ 
posal  that  we  further  slash  the  farmers’ 
income  after  that  segment  of  our  pop¬ 
ulation  has  had  years  of  steadily  declin¬ 
ing  farm  income  in  the  face  of  constantly 
rising  costs.  It  would  cut  farmer  income 
around  10  percent  in  1960. 

Whereas  those  who  work  for  wages 
or  salaries  and  get  fringe  benefits  now 
have  a  share  of  the  national  income  at 
the  highest  level  in  our  Nation’s  history 
the  f aimer’s  share  now  is  less  than  half 
of  what  it  was  only  13  years  ago.  There 
are  4,810,000  farm  families  in  the  United 
States,  and  the  income  per  family,  I 
repeat,  per  family  and  not  per  person  in 


that  family,  is  only  $2,947.  Even  with 
a  gross  of  $10,000,  a  farmer  makes  net 
after  costs  no  more  than  most  local 
schoolteachers,  and  not  as  much  as 
skilled  labor — often  less  than  common 
labor — despite  his  large  investment. 

Wheatgrowers  have  been  falsely  get¬ 
ting  a  lot  of  damnation  of  recent  years 
concerning  the  price  of  bread.  Yet,  if  a 
farmer  in  Kansas  gave  away  his  wheat 
we  would  still  pay  17  ^  cents  for  that 
20-cent  loaf  of  bread. 

It  is  with  the  greatest  reluctance  that 
I  shall  vote  for  the  conference  report  as 
the  lesser  of  two  evils. 

In  the  event  that  this  House  does  turn 
down  this  conference  committee  report, 
I  would  hope  that  the  conferees  could 
then  prevail  upon  the  Senate  conferees 
to  agree  to  something  about  on  the  order 
of  the  House  bill  which  this  body,  in  its 
wisdom,  approved  last  week. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  such 
time  as  he  may  desire  to  the  gentleman 
from  North  Dakota  [Mr.  Burdick], 

Mr.  BURDICK.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
wheat  bill  passed  by  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  was  in  the  national  interest. 
Under  the  House  version,  production 
was  cut  by  14  million  acres.  That  was 
a  drastic  cut,  but  it  was  a  realistic  move 
to  attack  the  surplus  problem.  In  order 
to  compensate  the  farmer  for  his  loss 
of  production,  90  percent  of  parity  was 
reinstated,  and  payment  in  kind  pro¬ 
vided.  Such  a  cut  without  an  increase 
in  supports  would  be  disastrous  to  the 
farmers. 

The  Senate,  on  the  other  hand,  passed 
a  wheat  bill  which,  under  the  highest 
graduated  scale,  provided  for  a  20  per¬ 
cent  cut  in  acreage  but  provided  only  80 
percent  supports.  Such  a  bill  was  en¬ 
tirely  unsatisfactory,  since  it  drastically 
reduced  farm  income  and,  at  the  same 
time,  did  not  go  as  far  as  the  House  bill 
in  meeting  the  surplus  problem. 

The  conference  committee  has  in 
essence  agreed  to  the  Senate  version, 
when  it  adopted  the  20  percent  cut  and 
80  percent  support  version.  This  would 
require  the  farmers  in  North  Dakota  to 
accept  an  acreage  cut  of  20  percent  with 
but  a  5  percent  increase  in  support  price. 
This  would  mean  a  drop  of  10  percent  to 
12  percent  in  farm  income.  This  would 
mean  that  farmers,  having  suffered  the 
results  of  falling  prices  these  last  6 
years,  and  having  been  caught  in  a  cost- 
price  squeeze,  would  now  be  asked  to  re¬ 
duce  their  income  by  another  10  percent 
to  12  percent. 

I  was  not  sent  to  Congress  to  reduce 
the  income  of  farmers.  I  cannot,  there¬ 
fore?  accept  the  conference  report.  It  is 
my  opinion  that  if  the  conference  com¬ 
mittee  version  which  is,  in  the  main,  the 
Senate  version,  were  to  become  law, 
thousands  of  fanners  in  the  Middle  West 
would  become  bankrupt,  and  many 
would  join  the  ranks  of  the  unemployed 
in  the  cities. 

I  therefore  urge  my  colleagues  not  to 
concur  in  this  report. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Colorado 
[Mr.  Johnson]. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Colorado.  Mr. 
Speaker,  the  House  passed  a  reasonable 
wheat  bill.  It  provided  a  sufficient  cut 
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in  acreage  to  insure  that  production 
would  be  below  annual  consumption, 
and  help  reduce  the  surplus.  It  pro¬ 
vided  a  modest  yet  reasonable  protection 
of  income  for  the  small  fanners,  and 
also  provided  a  limit  on  support  to  large 
operators. 

It  further  provided  the  farmers  with 
a  fair  alternative  choice  by  vote  between 
a  program  of  reasonable  control^  with 
reasonable  prices  and  a  program  of  50 
percent  of  parity  support  level  with  un¬ 
controlled  output. 

I  deeply  regret  the  action  of  the  Con¬ 
ference  Committee.  This  bill  cuts  wheat 
farm  income  by  9  percent.  The  small  op¬ 
erators  in  my  district  cannot  stand  this 
lowering  of  income. 

I  think  people  are  entitled  to  have  us 
take  steps  which  will  guarantee  to  re¬ 
duce  the  surplus  in  the  face  of  the  high 
cost  of  carrying  it.  The  conference  re¬ 
port  may  have  the  effect  of  not  reducing 
surpluses  at  all. 

I  hope  the  House  will  support  this  po¬ 
sition  and  that  the  Conference  Commit¬ 
tee  will  bring  back  a  bill  that  will  keep 
faith  with  the  interest  of  the  fanners, 
as  well  as  the  interest  of  the  taxpayers 
by  further  increases  in  support  prices 
compensated  by  further  cuts  in  produc¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  HOSMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr.  Poage]  yield 
to  me? 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  California. 

Mr.  HOSMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  there  are 
a  number  of  us  who  would  like  to  vote 
against  all  of  these  bills,  but  we  are  not 
going  to  have  a  chance  to  do  that  on  this 
vote  or  any  other  vote  in  this  session? 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  hope  not. 

Mr.  HOSMER.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  such 
time  as  he  may  desire  to  the  gentleman 
from  Kansas  [Mr.  Breeding], 

Mr.  BREEDING.  Mr.  Speaker,  since 
I  represent  one  of  the  largest  wheat  pro¬ 
ducing  districts  in  the  Nation,  I  feel  I 
must  make  a  few  remarks  in  regards  to 
this  conference  report. 

It  is  my  belief  that  in  passing  H.R. 
7426  last  week  the  House  did  a  good  job. 
I  believed  then,  and  I  still  believe,  that 
we  passed  a  bill  that  was  good  for  all 
Americans. 

For  the  taxpayer,  it  meant  a  reduction 
of  more  than  one  half  billion  dollars 
during  the  next  2  years  in  the  cost  of  the 
program.  It  also  meant  that  a  sig¬ 
nificant  part  of  our  wheat  surplus  would 
be  used  up. 

For  the  wheat  producer,  H.R.  7426 
meant  that  his  income  would  be  pro¬ 
tected  during  this  difficult  transition 
period  while  the  surplus  is  being  whittled 
down. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  cannot  agree  to  this 
conference  report  because  it  does  not  give 
the  wheat  farmer  the  protection  he  must 
have  to  survive  in  a  period  when  his  in¬ 
come  is  going  down  and  the  costs  of  op¬ 
erating  are  going  up.- 

This  conference  report,  by  reducing 
the  support  level  from  90  to  80  percent 
of  parity,  cuts  the  income  of  the  farmer 
too  much.  It  means  a  reduction  in  in¬ 
come  of  approximately  10  percent. 
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Under  the  formula  in  this  conference 
report,  farmers  would  have  in  my  dis¬ 
trict  $150  to  $200  less  income  from  a 
quarter  section  of  land. 

It  is  true  that  acreage  would  be  re¬ 
duced  20  percent  instead  of  25  percent 
as  provided  in  H.R.  7426.  But  a  20  per¬ 
cent  reduction  in  acreage,  together  with 
only  a  slight  increase  in  the  support 
level,  adds  up  to  substantially  reduced 
income  for  the  farmer. 

Wheat  farmers  in  my  area  accepted 
H.R.  7426.  They  realize  that  the  pres¬ 
ent  surplus  of  wheat  must  be  reduced. 
They  realize,  as  I  do,  that  the  only  prac¬ 
tical  methods  for  reducing  the  surplus 
are  to  reduce  production  or  find  new  uses 
for  wheat.  Certainly  no  wheat  farmer 
wants  to  lose  the  use  of  part  of  his  land, 
and  he  cannot  afford  to  lose  the  use  of 
his  land  unless  he  is  compensated  in 
part. 

H.R.  7426  would  have  reduced  produc¬ 
tion.  It  would  have  saved  substantial 
sums  for  the  taxpayers.  And  it  would 
have  given  adequate  income  protection 
to  the  wheat  farmer. 

However,  I  submit,  Mr.  Speaker,  that 
this  conference  report  calls  upon  the 
wheat  farmer  to  share  too  much  of  the 
burden  in  achieving  a  reduction  in  pro¬ 
duction  and  in  the  wheat  surplus.  I 
seriously  doubt  the  ability  of  wheat 
fanners  in  Kansas  to  absorb  a  reduction 
of  $150  to  $200  per  quarter  section  of 
land  and  remain  in  business. 

The  Wheat  Subcommittee  of  the 
House  Agriculture  Committee  worked 
long  and  hard  in  writing  H.R.  7426.  We 
heard  witnesses  from  every  wheat  pro¬ 
ducing  section,  including  the  National 
Association  of  Wheat  Growers  and  the 
Kansas  Association  of  Wheat  Growers. 
We  produced  a  bill  that  was  fair  to  every¬ 
one. 

I  regret  very  much  that  the  House 
conferees  accepted  the  conference  report 
which  is  before  us  today.  I  cannot,  as 
the  representative  of  a  wheat  produccing 
area,  accept  this  conference  report  or 
vote  for  it. 

If  I  did,  I  would  be  voting  against  the 
best  interests  of  wheat  producers  in  my 
district  who,  I  am  sure,  will  be  hard- 
pressed  to  operate  successfully  under  the 
provisions  of  the  conference  report. 
Therefore  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  opposed  to 
this  conference  report. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  Latta]. 

(Mr.  LATTA  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  LATTA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  agree 
with  the  gentleman  from  Oklahoma 
[Mr.  Albert]  that  this  is  a  compromise 
bill.  It  is  a  compromise  at  the  expense 
of  the  right  to  vote  of  the  small  wheat 
farmers  of  America.  I  say  this  is  too 
much  of  a  compromise. 

When  the  bill  was  before  the  House  for 
consideration,  the  House  adopted  an 
amendment  to  an  amendment  which  I 
offered  to  give  all  wheat  farmers  of 
America  the  right  to  vote  in  a  wheat 
referendum.  The  amendment  to  my 
amendment,  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Albert]  provided 
that  the  right  to  vote  would  be  given  to 


all  wheat  farmers  if  they  stayed  within 
their  allotment.  The  House  agreed  with 
that  amendment  and  adopted  it.  I  say 
that  the  amendment  was  a  gain  for  the 
small  wheat  farmers  of  America.  By 
virtue  of  this  compromise  that  the  gen¬ 
tlemen  from  Oklahoma  is  asking  the 
House  to  adopt  today,  they  have  lost  that 
right  to  vote. 

I  say  that  wheat  farmers,  regardless  of 
how  large  or  how  small,  should  have  the 
right  to  vote  in  America.  We  should 
not  have  different  rules  for  different 
commodities  raised  in  America.  For 
example,  the  tobacco  farmer,  regardless 
of  the  size  of  his  allotment,  is  allowed  the 
right  to  vote  in  America.  I  say  we  have 
been  discriminating  against  the  small 
wheat  farmer  in  America  by  denying  him 
a  right  to  vote.  As  long  as  he  stays 
within  his  allotment  he  should  be  en¬ 
titled  to  the  right  to  vote. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge  that  the  Members 
of  the  House  go  on  record  against  this 
compromise  and  for  the  right  to  vote  for 
the  small  wheat  farmers  of  America. 

Mi-.  LEVERING.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LATTA.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio. 

Mr.  LEVERING.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
voted  in  favor  of  the  House  bill  last 
week  because  I  thought  it  ^contained 
some  important  provisions,  which  if 
properly  administered,  might  solve  our 
No.  1  farm  problem.  It  was  far  from  a 
perfect  bill,  but  I  felt  it  would  reduce 
the  cost  of  the  wheat  program  to  the 
taxpayers  of  the  country,  and  that  it 
would  reduce  the  mounting  surplus  of 
wheat,  all  without  injury  to  the  farmer 
or  to  the  consuming  public.  I  supported 
it  too  because  it  provided  that  which  the 
farmers  in  my  district  have  wanted  for 
years — the  right  to  vote  on  whether 
they  want  or  do  not  want  a  farm  pro¬ 
gram. 

I  rise  at  this  time  to  associate  myself 
with  the  remarks  of  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio  [Mr.  Latta],  with  reference  to  the 
fact  that  when  the  conference  commit¬ 
tee  struck  out  the  right  of  the  small 
farmer  to  vote  in  a  wheat  referendum, 
it  acted  against  the  interests  of  the 
small  wheat  farmers  of  Ohio  and  the 
Nation. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LATTA.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Indiana. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Speaker,  when 
this  matter  was  under  debate  on  the 
floor  of  the  House  on  the  House  bill, 
my  very  good  friend,  the  Majority  Lead¬ 
er,  undertook  to  chastise  the  Republi¬ 
can  Members  for  being  for  the  big  fel¬ 
low  and  never  for  the  small  fellow.  It 
looks  this  time  like  the  shoe  is  on  the 
other  foot.  The  conference  committee 
action  here  takes  away  the  right  of  the 
small  wheat  farmer  to  vote  which,  in 
my  opinion,  is  a  bad  situation. 

Mr.  LATTA.  I  agree  with  the  gen¬ 
tleman. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Colorado.  Mr. 
Speaker,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LATTA.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Colorado. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Colorado.  May  I 
note  that  most  of  the  wheat  farmers 


who  are  producing  on  12  to  15  acres 
are  not  making  their  primary  income 
out  of  wheat  and  I  do  not  think  we 
should  use  them  to  confuse  the  situa¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  LATTA.  In  answer  to  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  statement  I  would  like  to  say  it 
does  not  matter,  in  my  opinion,  as  to 
whether  he  is  making  his  primary  in¬ 
come  from  wheat  or  whether  it  is  used 
in  a  proper  rotation  of  his  crops,  as  is 
done  in  the  State  of  Ohio. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
time  of  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  has 
expired. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  New  York  [Mr.  Sant- 
ANGELO]. 

Mr.  SANTANGELO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
would  like  to  inquire  of  the  chairman 
with  respect  to  one  particular  aspect  of 
this  bill.  Several  weeks  ago  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  York  [Mr.  Taber]  intro¬ 
duced  an  amendment  which  limited  the 
payment  or  loan  to  any  one  farmer  to 
$50,000.  I  understand  that  figure  was. 
subsequently  reduced  by  conference.  Is 
there  any  provision  in  this  bill  which 
limits  the  payment  or  loan  to  the  farmer 
to  any  particular  figure  and,  if  so,  how 
much? 

Mr.  POAGE.  This  bill  has  a  limita¬ 
tion  of  $35,000  to  any  one  individual 
farmer  or  corporation. 

Mr.  SANTANGELO.  In  other  words, 
no  farmer,  no  matter  how  many  bushels 
he  produces,  can  obtain  from  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  a  reimburse¬ 
ment  of  more  than  $35,000? 

Mr.  POAGE.  Not  only  is  there  a 
limitation  on  the  size  of  the  loan  made 
to  any  particular  farmer;  it  is  at  the 
lowest  level.  It  is  less  than  I  thought 
desirable,  but  I  think  the  House  ex¬ 
pressed  itself  on  that  issue,  and  this 
compromise  contains  the  limitation  the 
House  heretofore  approved. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield,  this  $35,000  limita¬ 
tion  applies  only  to  wheat. 

Mr.  SANTANGELO.  We  are  talking 
about  the  wheat  bill  now. 

Mr.  POAGE.  We  have  nothing  before 
us  except  the  wheat  bill.  We  could  not 
act  on  any  other  commodity  in  this  bill. 
We  do  retain  the  minimum  limitation 
approved  by  the  House  last  week. 

Mr.  SANTANGELO.  I  thank  the  gen¬ 
tleman. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Ten¬ 
nessee  [Mr.  Bass]. 

[Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee  addressed  the 
House.  His  remarks  appear  in  the  Ap¬ 
pendix  of  today’s  Record.] 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Minne¬ 
sota  [Mr.  QuieL 

(Mr.  QUIE  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  QUIE.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  bill  be¬ 
fore  us  today  is  a  lot  worse  than  the  bill 
that  was  passed  by  the  House  just  the 
other  day.  How  anybody,  whether  they 
voted  for  or  against  the  bill  that  passed 
the  House,  could  ever  vote  for  this  bill 
I  do  not  know.  It  does  many  things 
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that  are  bad.  One  has  been  mentioned 
before:  It  denies  the  right  to  vote  by 
those  people  who  have  traditionally  been 
raising  up  to  15  acres  of  wheat  and  are 
now  cut  back  to  12  acres  of  wheat,  unless 
they  happen  to  have  an  allotment  of  be¬ 
tween  12  and  15  acres.  So,  it  actually 
denies  some  people  the  right  to  vote  on 
whether  their  acres  should  be  reduced 
or  not. 

Secondly,  it  offers  no  protection  what¬ 
soever  if  the  farmer  should  vote  out 
quotas.  Now  the  wheat  farmers  have  a 
chance  to  decide  whether  they  want 
quotas  or  not  by  a  referendum  held  each 
year.  If  you  support  this  bill,  it  means 
that  you  want  those  farmers  to  have  no 
protection  whatsoever  if  they  vote  out 
those  quotas.  If  they  vote  out  those 
quotas  and  do  not  stay  within  their  al¬ 
lotments,  they  would  get  no  price  sup¬ 
port  whatsoever  and  the  1.3  billion  bush¬ 
els  of  wheat  now  in  storage  would  be 
thrown  on  the  market  for  52.5  percent  of 
parity.  It  would  completely  ruin  the 
wheat  industry  in  this  country,  to  say 
nothing  of  the  total  feed-grain  industry. 

Another  thing,  this  bill  would  not  cut 
back  on  the  surpluses  that  are  now 
burdening  the  Federal  Government  and 
it  would  not  cost  the  taxpayers  less 
money.  Now,  if  that  is  not  an  indict¬ 
ment  against  this  program  that  we  are 
attempting  to  pass  today,  I  do  not  know 
what  it  is. 

The  bill  that  we  passed  the  other  day 
did  not  satisfy  me,  and  I  offered  a  num¬ 
ber  of  amendments  which  would  have 
made  it  better.  I  think  we  must  come 
to  the  conclusion  that  we  should  offer 
the  farmers  of  this  country  a  choice,  be¬ 
cause  we  cannot  agree  amongst  our¬ 
selves.  We  should  give  them  a  choice 
between  freedom  to  plant  all  they  want 
and  give  them  only  the  price  support 
necessary  to  protect  their  income,  or  else 
give  them  a  high  price  support  and  the 
controls  necessary  to  make  it  work. 
Anybody  that  says  80  percent  is  as  high 
a  price  as  the  farmers  should  receive  does 
not  know  what  he  is  talking  about.  The 
amendments  I  wanted  to  offer  the  other 
day  would  have  provided  the  necessary 
controls  to  make  that  higher  price  sup¬ 
port  work,  and  then  the  program  would 
have  been  beneficial  and  been  a  good  and 
just  bill.  But,  today  all  the  rights  of 
the  wheat  farmers  were  compromised 
away,  and  I  never  could  support  a  bill 
of  this  nature. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Okla¬ 
homa  [Mr.  Albert]. 

(Mi\  ALBERT  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.  ) 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  with  ref¬ 
erence  to  the  right  of  the  small  grower 
to  participate  in  a  referendum,  this  bill 
does  not  change  existing  law.  If  you 
defeat  this  bill,  no  farmer  who  plants 
under  15  acres  will  have  that  right.  If 
you  pass  this  bill,  you  will  enfranchise 
94,000  growers  between  12  and  15  acres. 
This  is  a  more  democratic  bill  than  pres¬ 
ent  law.  The  issue  here  is  between  this 
bill  and  present  law  and  not  anything 
else.  The  statement  of  the  gentleman 
from  Minnesota  IMr.  Quie],  if  I  under¬ 
stood  him,  to  the  effect  that  this  bill  dis¬ 
franchises  somebody  simply  is  not  true. 


Mr.  Speaker,  every  grower,  large  or 
small,  under  every  program  that  I  know 
anything  about  who  is  subject  to  market¬ 
ing  penalties  is  given  the  right  to  vote. 
This  bill  gives  every  such  grower  the  right 
to  vote.  It  does  not  change  the  law. 
Any  grower  who  is  under  marketing 
quotas  has  the  right  to  vote.  There  is 
not  any  question  about  that  either  in 
existing  law  or  in  this  conference  report. 

This  is  a  compromise  between  the 
House  and  the  Senate  bill.  It  is  a  good 
compromise  on  that  point,  and  every 
Member  of  this  House  should  not  be  de¬ 
luded  by  the  propaganda  which  Secre¬ 
tary  Benson  has  sent  down  here  in  op¬ 
position  to  this  bill.  The  question  be¬ 
fore  those  of  you  who  come  from  farm 
districts  is :  “Do  you  believe  in  the  House 
Committee  on  Agriculture  or  do  you  be¬ 
lieve  in  Secretary  Ezra  Taft  Benson? 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  South 
Dakota  [Mr.  McGovern]. 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
think  that  the  decision  that  w€  are  going 
to  have  to  make  in  a  few  minutes  will  be 
the  hardest  decision  that  those  of  us 
from  farm  States  will  have  to  make  in  a 
long,  long  time.  Either  way  that  we  de¬ 
cide  we  are  going  to  disappoint  a  lot  of 
sincere  people  in  our  States  who  look  to 
the  Congress  for  leadership.  But  un¬ 
fortunately  or  fortunately,  as  the  case 
may  be,  we  cannot  qualify  a  vote.  It  is 
either  yes  or  no.  And  for  that  reason  I 
want  to  explain  why  I  have  decided,  after 
a  great  deal  of  soul-searching  to  vote  in 
favor  of  the  conference  report. 

It  represents  a  great  disappointment 
to  me  that  we  lost  the  fine  bill  that  was 
passed  here  in  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  a  few  days  ago.  That  was  a  bill 
which  would  have  maintained  wheat 
prices  at  90  percent  of  parity,  reduced 
production  by  480  million  bushels  and 
costs  of  the  program  by  $500  million. 
The  bill  also  contained  my  amendment 
limiting  price  support  loans  for  any  one 
producer  to  $35,000.  I  wish  that  bill 
which  we  passed  had  not  been  blocked 
by  the  Senate  conferees.  I  am  not  satis¬ 
fied  with  the  substitute  bill  before  us  but 
if  we  turn  it  down,  I  fear  we  are  inviting 
a  continued  buildup  of  wheat  surpluses 
which  may  lead  the  public  to  demand  an 
end  to  our  entire  price-support  program. 

The  bill  that  is  now  before  us  means  a 
drop  in  farm  income  to  wheat  farmers  all 
over  the  country.  It  would  result  in  a 
drop  of  somewhere  between  7  and  10  per¬ 
cent.  But  on  the  other  hand  if  we  en¬ 
courage  by  the  defeat  of  this  bill  the 
continuance  of  the  buildup  of  wheat  sur¬ 
pluses,  it  is  entirely  probable  that  we 
will  lose  the  entire  price-support  pro¬ 
gram.  To  me  that  would  be  the  greatest 
disaster  that  could  happen  to  American 
agriculture. 

What  we  are  confronted  with  here 
today  are  the  sad  results  of  the  very  bad 
leadership  that  we  have  had  from  the 
Department  of  Agriculture.  Secretary 
Benson  has  undercut  everything  that  we 
have  attempted  to  do.  Large  sections  of 
the  public  have  been  poisoned  against 
constructive  farm  legislation  of  any  kind. 
It  is  my  hope,  whether  we  pass  or  defeat 
the  measure  before  us,  that  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Agriculture  will,  sometime  before 
the  end  of  this  session,  come  up  with  a 


comprehensive  farm  bill  that  will  respect 
the  interests  of  the  farmers,  the  tax¬ 
payers  and  the  consumers;  and  that  it 
will  be  the  kind  of  a  bill  that  will  win 
overwhelming  support  here  in  the  House. 

I  intend  to  continue  to  fight  with  all  my 
strength  for  a  better  break  for  the  Amer¬ 
ican  farmer.  The  efficiency  of  our  farm¬ 
ers  is  the  envy  of  the  world  and  these 
hard-working  citizens  are  entitled  to  a 
fair  return  on  their  labor  and  invest¬ 
ment. 

Mi-.  POAGE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2 
jninutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  [Mr.  DagueL 

Mr.  DAGUE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  one 
of  the  conferees  who  did  not  sign  this 
report.  I  believe  it  is  definitely  not  the 
’  solution  to  our  present  problem. 

Mr.  LATTA.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DAGUE.  I  yield  to  my  colleague 
from  Ohio,  Mr.  Latta. 

Mr.  LATTA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  the 
play  on  words  that  has  just  been  made  by 
the  gentleman  from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Al¬ 
bert]  concerning  who  has  the  right  to 
vote  and  who  does  not  have  the  right  to 
vote  under  this  bill  and  under  the  pres¬ 
ent  law  should  be  cleared  up.  Under  this  <■ 
bill  as  reported  by  the  conference  com¬ 
mittee  and  under  the  present  law,  a 
small  wheat  farmer  below  12  acres 
would  not  have  the  right  to  vote,  not¬ 
withstanding  the  fact  that  he  stayed 
within  his  allotment.  He  is  not  sub¬ 
ject  to  marketing  quotas  in  either  case 
so  let  us  not  attempt  to  confuse  the  other 
Members  of  the  House. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LATTA.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Do  they  have  the  right 
to  vote  now? 

Mr.  LATTA.  They  do  not  now  have 
the  right  to  vote  under  the  existing  law 
and  that  is  exactly  what  the  House  gave 
those  small  farmers  on  last  Thursday 
and  that  is  what  the  conference  com¬ 
mittee  took  away  from  them. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DAGUE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Let  me  just  say  that 
in  my  time  here  I  have  seen  conference 
reports  voted  down  and  subsequently 
good  legislation  has  been  brought  for¬ 
ward  and  enacted  into  law.  So  if  this 
conference  report  is  defeated  here  today, 
certainly  no  one  can  say  that  subse¬ 
quently  good  legislation  could  not  be 
enacted.  This  is  a  congressional  re¬ 
sponsibility  at  this  point.  So  far  as  I 
am  concerned,  I  do  not  think  we  should 
get  the  Secretax-y  of  Agriculture  mixed 
up  in  it  too  much  because  at  this  point 
it  is  a  congressional  responsibility,  and 
a  continuing  responsibility.  If  this  con¬ 
ference  report  is  voted  down,  then  sub¬ 
sequently  good  legislation  can  be  en¬ 
acted. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Pennsylvania  has  expired. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  my¬ 
self  the  remainder  of  the  time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  gentleman  from 
Oklahoma  has  correctly  stated  the  is¬ 
sues.  You  do  not  have  a  choice  here 
of  voting  for  this  bill  or  the  bill  that  you 
want.  The  bill  that  you  want  is  not 
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before  the  House.  It  is  not  going  to  be 
before  the  House.  There  is  no  one  in 
this  House  who  can  write  the  bill  that 
you  collectively  want  because  no  one 
can  say  what  the  House  wants.  There 
are  too  many  different  ideas.  What  you 
do  have  is  a  choice  between  this  bill 
and  the  present  expensive  program.  If 
you  want  to  continue  to  pile  up  surplus 
wheat,  you  will  vote  against  any  change. 
We  have  just  heard  some  complaints 
about  who  should  vote  in  this  referen¬ 
dum.  There  is  not  a  man  who  has  com¬ 
plained  who  has  offered  any  practical 
way  of  working  that  out  and  there  is  not 
a  man  who  has  complained  who  has 
voted  for  practical  legislation  to  reduce 
the  surplus  of  wheat.  If  you  want  to 
reduce  the  surplus  of  wheat,  you  have 
a  clear  opportunity  to  do  it  by  voting 
for  this  report. 

I  am  speaking  to  the  gentlemen  on  my 
side  of  the  aisle,  on  the  Democratic  side, 
because  we  are  not  going  to  get  one  vote 
from  the  other  side  of  the  aisle — maybe 
we  will  get  one  or  two  from  the  great 
wheat-growing  States — I  hope  we  may. 
But,  we  are  not  going  to  get  a  half  dozen 
votes  on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle.  I 
want  you  people  on  this  side  to  know 
that.  I  want  my  Democratic  colleagues 
to  know  that  if  we  are  going  to  have  a 
wheat  bill  that  reduces  the  surplus,  if 
we  are  going  to  stop  the  drain  on  the 
Treasury  in  paying  for  this  unwieldy 
surplus,  we  are  going  to  do  it  by  adopt¬ 
ing  this  conference  report  this  morning. 
This  is  all  there  is.  You  are  going  to 
have  your  choice  now  in  just  a  few 
moments.  You  are  going  to  be  called  up¬ 
on  to  go  on  record  and  vote. 

Now  what  can  you  vote  for?  You  can 
vote  for  the  conference  report  which  will 
materially  cut  the  production  of  wheat. 
There  is  not  a  man  who  has  denied  that 
this  report  would  materially  reduce  pro¬ 
duction.  On  the  other  hand,  we  have 
had  some  people  complaining  about  this 
report  because  they  felt  that  we  went 
too  far  and  cut  the  supports  too  much. 
I,  myself,  feel  that  it  would  have  been 
better  to  give  a  higher  support.  I 
favored  a  higher  level  of  support  but  this 
was  the  best  we  could  get.  The  other 
body,  and  many  Members  of  this  body, 
wanted  an  even  lower  level,  but  no  one 
has  questioned  the  fact  that  this  report 
would  reduce  production.  If  you  seri¬ 
ously  want  to  check  overproduction, 
then  vote  for  this  report. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  With  reference  to  the 
question  on  the  right  to  vote  that  was  in 
the  House  bill,  do  you  recall  anyone 
voting  for  the  House  bill  who  has  com¬ 
plained  about  that? 

Mr.  POAGE.  No,  sir ;  those  who  com¬ 
plained  so  bitterly  this  morning  had 
their  opportunity  and  they  did  not  vote 
for  what  they  now  say  they  want. 

But  back  to  the  report.  Do  we  need  a 
cut  in  wheat?  I  do  not  think  anybody 
will  deny  that  we  do.  I  do  not  think 
the  most  extreme  person  will  deny  that 
we  need  a  substantial  reduction  in  the 
production  of  wheat.  This  bill  gives  you 
a  reduction  of  11  million  acres  plus 
whatever  reduction  there  is  involved  in 
the  reduction  of  the  exemption  from  15 


to  12  acres.  I  do  not  know  how  much  of 
a  reduction  that  will  amount  to.  But 
we  have  heard  enough  talk  on  the  sub¬ 
ject  to  assume  that  it  will  amount  to  a 
great  deal.  But  whatever  it  is  there  will 
be  more  than  11  million  acres  of  wheat 
taken  out  of  production.  Do  you  think 
that  the  taking  out  of  production  of  11 
million  acres  of  wheat  will  have  a  drastic 
effect  upon  the  production?  Oh,  they 
tell  us  that  farmers  will  add  fertilizer. 
Where  will  they  add  fertilizer?  They 
are  already  fertilizing  all  over  the  East 
and  you  and  I  know  it.  How  many  of 
you  who  live  in  that  western  country 
where  they  grow  the  great  volume  of  our 
wheat  would  spend  one  dime  putting  a 
load  of  fertilizer  on  your  Wheatland 
when  you  do  not  know  the  moisture  con¬ 
ditions?  The  experts  told  the  commit¬ 
tee  that  they  felt  that  they  could  not 
see  any  substantial  increase  in  the  use 
of  fertilizer  at  this  time. 

Mr.  BERRY.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BERRY.  I  would  like  to  have  the 
gentleman  explain  to  the  House  what 
the  two  issues  will  be  on  this  referendum. 
Will  it  be  80  percent  of  parity  providing 
they  reduce  their  acreage  by  20  percent? 
Or  50  percent  of  parity  without  limita¬ 
tion?  Is  that  essentially  correct? 

Mr.  POAGE.  That  is  exactly  right. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  for  a  correction? 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  No;  the  issue  here  is 
80  percent  of  parity  with  a  20  percent 
cut,  or  50  percent  of  parity  for  coop¬ 
erators  only. 

Mr.  BERRY.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  POAGE.  That  is  correct,  but  the 
gentleman  was  saying  that  if  after  this 
bill  is  passed  it  goes  to  a  referendum  of 
the  wheatgrowers,  the  wheatgrowers 
can  accept  the  program  this  bill  provides 
which  is  44  million  acres  with  80  percent 
support,  or  they  can  vote  down  quotas; 
and  if  they  vote  down  quotas  and  stay 
within  their  allotment  they  get  50  per¬ 
cent  support. 

If  the  individual  does  not  comply  with 
his  allotment  he  gets  nothing'. 

I  think  the  choice  which  is  available 
to  the  farmer  is  a  fair  one,  but  the 
choice  to  the  American  people,  that  is 
the  -big  thing  here  before  us  right  now; 
it  is  your  choice.  Are  you  tired  of  pay¬ 
ing  these  tremendous  sums  for  storing 
wheat  that  nobody  needs?  If  you  are 
you  must  vote  for  this  bill,  because  if 
you  vote  against  this  conference  report 
you  have  voted  to  continue  the  present 
program  of  55  million  acres  of  wheat 
each  year  with  Government  support  at 
75  percent  of  parity  on  that  entire  pro¬ 
duction — a  production  several  hundreds 
of  millions  of  bushels  in  excess  of  our 
needs. 

Mr.  COAD.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the  gen¬ 
tleman  yield? 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  COAD.  What  happens  if  this 
bill  is  sent  back  to  conference? 

Mr.  POAGE.  You  will  probably  get 
no  bill.  I  gave  my  opinion  a  while  ago. 
You  have  got  one  chance,  and  it  is  now, 
within  the  next  5  minutes  to  vote  for 
this  bill  or  get  no  bill.  There  is  no  use 
talking  about  doing  something  else; 


there  is  no  alternative  except  what  is 
going  to  be  before  you  on  the  vote.  You 
have  got  to  face  that  issue,  every  one 
of  the  Members  here,  Mr.  Speaker,  has 
got  to  face  that  issue,  and  you  have  got 
to  face  it  now;  and  your  vote  is  going 
to  be  whether  you  are  in  favor  of  con¬ 
tinuing  a  known  and  admitted  wasteful 
program,  a  program  that  nobody  sup¬ 
ports;  or  are  you  going  to  join  hands 
with  the  farmer,  ask  him  to  make  a  cut 
of  11  million  acres,  20  percent  of  every 
acre  that  he  grows  in  return  for  an  in¬ 
crease  in  supports  -of  only  5  parity 
points.  Surely  the  farmer  is  making 
a  substantial  sacrifice. 

And,  you  Members  from  the  large 
cities  please  remember  this:  That  is  the 
equivalent  of  asking  a  workingman  to 
work  1  less  day  a  week.  It  is  exactly 
the  equivalent  of  saying  to  the  working¬ 
man  that  he  must  give  up  1  day  every 
week  in  order  that  the  work  may  be 
spread  and  that  he  may  receive  a  living 
wage.  That  is  what  we  are  asking  the 
farmer  to  do.  We  are  not  asking  for 
him  to  get  a  dollar  an  horn-;  we  are  ask¬ 
ing  for  him  to  get  only  80  percent  of  a 
fair  price  for  the  4  days  he  has  left. 
How  can  you  do  less  for  any  fellow  man? 

Are  we  asking  too  much?  Are  we  ex¬ 
orbitant  in  our  request?  We  are  asking 
that  you  stay  with  us  to  give  this  farmer 
a  chance  to  make  a  sacrifice  of  one-fifth 
of  all  the  wheat  he  grows  and  get  an 
increase  of  only  five  parity  points.  I 
want  to  ask  my  Republican  friends: 
Are  •  you  going  to  veto  this  bill  for  a 
nickel?  That  is  what  they  are  threaten¬ 
ing  us  with — a  nickel  veto. 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  I  think  most  of 
the  Members  of  the  House,  want  to  try 
to  do  the  right  thing  about  this  pro¬ 
gram.  As  to  those  who  want  to  con¬ 
tinue  the  tremendous  losses  and  the  tre¬ 
mendous  buildup  of  wheat,  would  not 
the  thing  for  them  to  do  be  to  vote  “no” 
against  this  report,  to  vote  against  it? 
And  those  who  want  to  continue  the 
tremendous  loss  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corpox-ation  should  do  likewise? 

Mr.  POAGE.  Yes;  but  I  cannot 
imagine  anyone  wanting  to  do  that. 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  Is  it  not  also  a 
fact  that  if  they  want  to  cut  production 
20  percent  and  l'educe  the  losses  to  the 
Commodity  Ci'edit  Corporation  propor¬ 
tionately  as  well  as  reduce  the  surplus 
would  not  they  follow  through  on  their 
objective  by  voting  for  the  conference 
report? 

Mr.  POAGE.  They  certainly  would, 
because  this  will  cut  production. 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  Is  it  not  also 
true  that  we  have  not  had  too  much 
cooperation  from  the  minority  in  bring¬ 
ing  out  any  kind  of  wheat  bill? 

And  is  it  not  a  fact  that  when  this 
Congress  ends  we  are  going  to  be  con¬ 
fronted  with  statements  from  those  on 
the  other  side  of  the  aisle:  “You  had 
control,  you  had  a  chance  to  do  some¬ 
thing  and  you  have  done  nothing.”  And 
is  it  not  also  true  that  the  gentlemen  on 
the  other  side  of  the  aisle  have  con¬ 
tributed  matei-ially  to  the  confusion  that 
exists  in  the  hope  we  will  not  do  any¬ 
thing? 
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Mr.  POAGE.  I  would  say  that  is  a 
fair  conclusion,  although  I  would  not 
want  to  draw  it. 

Now,  just  a  word  to  those  who  have 
not  already  closed  their  minds.  I  am 
talking  to  those  who  have  an  open  mind, 
who  might  be  interested  in  doing  some¬ 
thing  for  the  taxpayers,  who  might  be 
interested  in  doing  something  to  save 
this  country  from  the  tremendous  sur¬ 
plus  of  wheat  that  exists.  If  you  want 
to  do  that  you  have  the  opportunity  this 
morning,  by  adopting  this  report.  Re¬ 
member,  if  you  vote  against  this  report 
you  vote  to  keep  .55  million  acres  in  pro¬ 
duction. 

This  compromise  does  not  go  as  far  as 
I  would  like  to  go.  I  would  like  to  make 
it  a  25 -percent  cut  and  I  would  like  to 
pay  our  farmers  more;  but  it  does  go  a 
long  way  in  the  direction  that  every 
one  of  us  has  publicly  said  we  want  to 
go.  Now,  vote  the  way  you  said  yoy 
wanted  it  to  go. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  has  expired. 

GENERAL  LEAVE  TO  EXTEND  REMARKS 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
may  have  permission  to  extend  their  re¬ 
marks  at  this  point  in  the  Record  on  the 
bill  under  consideration. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Texas? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  CUNNINGHAM.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
oppose  the  conference  report  because 
everything  I  have  heard  here  today  in¬ 
dicates  that  nobody  thinks  this  is  a  good 
bill.  It  is  hard  to  recall  a  time  when 
a  piece  of  legislation  was  presented  with 
as  much  confusion  as  this  so-called  com¬ 
promise.  The  people  of  my  district  want 
a  realistic,  constructive,  and  workable 
program  and  certainly  this  legislation 
will  not  accomplish  these  objectives.  I 
hope  the  Agriculture  Committees  of  both 
bodies  will  present  such  a  program  in 
the  immediate  future. 

Mr.  GUBSER.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  fol¬ 
lowing  statement  of  Secretary  Benson 
tells,  in  a  nutshell,  why  this  is  a  bad  bill 
and  should  be  defeated.  I  heartily  en¬ 
dorse  it  and  urge  my  colleagues  to  do 
likewise: 

Statement  op  Secretary  Benson  re  Pending 
Wheat  Bill 

The  conferees’  wheat  bill  would  continue 
programs  harmful  to  farmers  and  unfair  to 
every  taxpayer. 

It  would  mistakenly  perpetuate  the  basic 
elements  of  a  wheat  program  that  has  created 
the  very  problem  Congress  is  now  struggling 
to  solve. 

The  bill  would  intensify  rather  than  im¬ 
prove  the  wheat  crisis. 

The  bill  moves  in  the  exact  opposite  direc¬ 
tion  from  which  history  proves  we  should 
be  going.  It  tells  farmers  to  increase  their 
yields  per  acre  because  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  will  support  the  price  at  an  even  higher 
rate  than  helped  to  stimulate  the  present 
vast  surpluses. 

The  bill  contains  a  20-percent  wheat 
acreage  redaction  which  is  practically  mean¬ 
ingless  when  combined  with  the  increased 
price  incentive  which  will  stimulate  larger 
production  on  remaining  acres. 

The  bill  is  harmful  to  farmers.  It  per¬ 
petuates  the  inequities  of  a  wheat  program 
that  denies  acreage  to  the  efficient  pro¬ 


ducer  and  encourages  the  inefficient  wheat 
producer  to  greater  production  efforts  that 
further  aggravate  the  wheat  surplus  problem, 
both  from  the  standpoint  of  quantity  and 
quality. 

At  a  time  when  the  Nation  is  shocked  with 
the  expensive  wheat  program,  the  Congress 
now  considers  a  bill  that  is  even  more  costly. 

American  farmers  do  not  want  to  be  sad¬ 
dled  with  the  impossible  chore  of  defending 
such  an  expensive  program.  Taxpayers  on. 
the  farms  and  in  the  villages  and  cities  of 
this  Nation  have  a  right  to  object  to  such 
fiscal  irresponsibility. 

This  bill  does  nothing  to  give  small  family¬ 
sized  farms  a  vote  in  a  wheat  marketing 
quota  referendum.  Tobacco  farmers  with 
one-tenth  of  an  acre  allotment  are  allowed 
to  vote  on  their  programs  but  wheat  farmers 
with  as  much  as  15  acres  are  not  permitted 
to  vote. 

This  bill  imposes  additional  restrictions  on 
farmers  when  the  nationwide  cry  among 
farmers  is  for  more  freedom. 

This  bill  is  unsound,  unjust,  unrealistic, 
and  unwanted  by  farmers  and  other  tax¬ 
payers. 

The  House  should  reject  it  today  and  com¬ 
mence  work  on  a  wheat  bill  that  is  reason¬ 
able,  realistic,  and  beneficial  to  farmers  of 
the  Nation. 

Mr.  BROOMFIELD.  Mr.  Speaker, 
the  wheat  bill  arrived  at  in  conference 
and  which  is  before  us  today  for  con¬ 
sideration  will  not  begin  to  solve  any 
of  our  major  farm  problems.  In  addi¬ 
tion,  it  will  continue  and  expand  a  pro¬ 
gram  which  has  imposed  undue  and  un¬ 
necessary  restrictions  on  our  farmers, 
robbed  our  taxpayers  of  billions  of  dol¬ 
lars  annually  and  priced  food  products 
out  of  reach  in  many  instances. 

It  will  make  our  farm  situation  worse, 
not  better.  At  a  time  when  we  should 
be  moving  toward  less  controls  and  more 
reliance  upon  the  law  of  supply  and  de¬ 
mand,  we  find  we  are  presented  with  a 
measure  which  will  increase  our  sur¬ 
pluses,  cost  us  more  money  and  tie  the 
farmer  hand  and  foot  with  red  tape 
and  bureaucracy. 

We  should  be  moving  in  the  direction 
of  curing  our  farm  ills,  not  providing  a 
crutch  which  can  only  lead  to  further 
weakening  of  the  sinews  of  our  farm 
economy.  We  should  start  abolishing 
controls  and  price  supports  and  permit 
our  farm  goods  to  compete  on  world 
markets.  This  is  the  only  way  we  are 
going  to  get  rid  Of  our  mounting  sur¬ 
plus  stocks  of  wheat  and  other  crops. 

This  bill  will  not  accomplish  what  it  is 
supposed  to  do.  Wheat  fanners  will 
simply  grow  more  wheat  on  fewer  acres 
if  this  proposal  is  permitted  to  become 
law.  Our  agriculture  expenditures  are 
going  to  continue  to  increase,  gobbling 
up  ever-growing  amounts  of  our  Federal 
budget,  wasting  tax  dollars  at  a  time 
when  we  can  use  every  dollar  we  can  get, 
stifling  freedom  with  the  excuse  that  a 
nebulous  security  can  be  achieved. 

Our  farmers  do  not  have  to  be  coddled. 
Our  taxpayers  do  not  have  to  be  milked. 
Our  consumers  do  not  have  to  be 
squeezed  by  higher  prices.  Why  do  not 
we  admit  that  our  farm  support  program 
has  been  a  colossal  multibillion-dollar 
failure  and  take  steps  to  get  rid  of  it? 

When  we  start  moving  in  the  direction 
of  free  market  conditions  for  our  farm 
products,  we  will  start  seeing  some  end 
to  this  problem.  We  will  see  our  crops 
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become  increasingly  important  in  world 
trade  and  greater  consumption  of  these 
goods  in  our  domestic  market. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  join  with  me  in 
defeating  this  bill  and  give  the  con¬ 
ference  committee  another  opportunity 
to  draft  legislation  which  will  alleviate 
our  farm  program,  not  make  it  worse. 

Mr.  DORN  of  New  York.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  represent  a  city  district  in 
which  the  people  have  been  paying  more 
and  more  for  staple  food.  Bread  prices 
have  been  on  the  rise.  These  people 
are  sick  and  tired  not  only  of  paying 
higher  prices  for  food,  but  of  paying 
higher  taxes  in  order  to  have  the  privi¬ 
lege  of  paying  higher  prices.  They  are 
hit  doubly. 

Some  of  us  would  not  object  to  this 
legislation  if  it  were  really  helping  the 
small  farmer.  Statistics,  and  the  infor¬ 
mation  at  hand,  point  to  the  fact  that 
it  is  the  large  farmer  who  is  being 
helped,  especially  in  the  wheat  program. 
If  the  farmers  and  the  professors  in 
agricultural  colleges,  the  farm  organiza¬ 
tions,  and  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  have  not,  and  apparently  can¬ 
not,  reach  some  sensible  agreement  with 
respect  to  a  program  which  can  be  ad¬ 
ministered,  and  will,  under  actual  trial, 
prove  to  be  a  reasonably  effective  solu¬ 
tion,  it  is  high  time  for  the  Congress  to 
call  a  halt.  I  hope  you  will  vote  against 
the  conference  report. 

Mr.  ULLMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  intend 
to  vote  for  the  wheat  bill  now  before 
the  House  but  I  do  so  with  the  greatest 
possible  reluctance.  It  is  a  most  un¬ 
happy  compromise  but,  unfortunately,  it 
appears  to  be  the  only  bill  standing  any 
chance  of  enactment. 

Last  Friday  the  House  approved  wheat 
legislation  which  I  firmly  believe  marked 
a  sincere  and  responsible  approach  to  the 
wheat  surplus  problem  facing  the  Na¬ 
tion.  It  called  for  a  25-percent  cut  in 
wheat  acreage  with  a  90  percent  of  parity 
provision.  Major  reduction  in  our  wheat 
surpluses  would  have  resulted  from  the 
bill’s  enactment. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  bill  approved  by  the 
House  last  week  was  not  going  to  make 
the  average  wheat  farmer  a  wealthy  man. 
Enactment  would  have  resulted  in  a  sub¬ 
stantial  cut  in  the  income  of  the  average 
wheat  farmer.  If  we  take  a  500-acre 
wheat  farm  as  an  example,  assume  a  30- 
bushel  yield  and  take  into  consideration 
payment-in-kind,  my  figures  show  that 
the  gross  income  of  that  farmer  under 
the  present  program  amounts  to  approxi¬ 
mately  $7,515.  The  bill  approved  by  the 
House  last  week  would  have  cut  that  in¬ 
come  to  $7,095.  The  bill  before  us  to¬ 
day  would  further  cut  that  gross  income 
to  $6,722. 

Mr.  Speaker,  when  we  recall  the  cost- 
price  squeeze  affecting  all  segments  of 
agriculture  and  when  we  remember  the 
large  investment  that  any  wheat  farmer 
has  in  his  farm  operation,  we  soon  find 
that  the  legislation  before  us  today  is  far 
from  satisfactory.  It  fails  miserably  to 
meet  the  problems  of  the  small  farm  op¬ 
erator.  That  problem  still  remains  un¬ 
solved  and  grows  increasingly  complex. 
It  is  my  fervent  hope  that  the  86th  Con¬ 
gress  will  have  a  further  opportunity  to 
reconsider  the  problems'  facing  American 
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agriculture  so  that  constructive  action 
can  be  taken. 

Mr.  HOSMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  pre¬ 
viously  I  have  spoken  to  this  body  re¬ 
garding  my  four-point  program  to  end 
the  farm  mess.  The  plan  is  to  stop  all 
farm  subsidies  now,  hold  a  fire  sale  to  get 
rid  of  our  $9  billion  in  surpluses  costing 
$1  billion  a  year  to  store,  then  use  the 
proceeds  to  relocate  small  farmers  who 
cannot  survive  without  supports,  to  re¬ 
duce  the  National  debt,  and  to  start  tax 
reduction.  I  believe  it  should  be  of  in¬ 
terest  to  this  body  to  know  that  from  the 
great  farm  area  of  our  country  mail  is 
coming  into  my  office  approving  this  pro¬ 
gram,  just  as  it  is  coming  in  from  city 
areas.  Further  details  will  be  found  in 
the  Record  for  June  9,  at  page  9334. 

A  letter  from  Northbrook,  Ill.,  says: 

As  a  taxpayer  your  four-point  program 
earns  my  wholehearted  support. 

From  Geneva,  Ill.: 

As  a  farmer  owning  and  operating  a  farm, 

I  wish  to  state  that  I  am  in  accord  with  your 
four -point  program  to  end  farm  subsidies. 

From  Elmhurst,  Ill.: 

You  have  the  only  plan  that  will  work.  I 
am  writing  my  opinion  to  him  (my  own 
Congressman)  in  another  letter. 

From  Glenview,  Ill. : 

We  want  free  enterprise  and  your  ideas  will 
surely  help  make  this  possible. 

From  Chicago,  Ill.: 

Your  four-point  program  to  end  the  farm 
subsidy  mess  is  the  best  thing  I  have  ever 
heard  of. 

From  Palatine,  Ill.: 

Hope  you  will  continue  to  fight  for  free 
enterprise. 

From  a  Chicago  commodity  broker: 

Your  program  to  end  the  farm  mess  de¬ 
serves  a  letter  of  commendation  from  every 
taxpayer  in  the  United  States. 

From  another  Chicago  commodity 
broker: 

Congratulations  on  your  sensible  and 
courageous  stand  on  the  farm  problem,  since 
grain  marketing  is  my  business,  I  know 
whereof  you  speak. 

From  another  Chicagoan: 

I  certainly  wish  that  all  Congressmen 
would  support  this  sensible  view  that  you 
have  proposed. 

There  are  a  lot  of  us  here  in  the  House 
that  would  like  a  chance  to  vote  against 
all  farm  subsidies,  I  would  like  to  know  if 
we  are  going  to  have  a  chance  to  do  so 
on  the  forthcoming  vote,  or  at  any  time 
this  session. 

Mr.  LATTA.  Mr.  Speaker,  during  the 
debate  on  the  wheat  bill,  I  mentioned 
that  I  would  offer  at  the  proper  time  the 
amendment  to  restore  the  15-acre  ex¬ 
emption  for  the  small  wheat  farmer.  I 
did  so  to  forewarn  the  House  that  such 
an  important  amendment  would  be 
forthcoming.  My  remarks  appear  on 
page  9537  of  the  Record  concerning  my 
intention  to  introduce  this  amendment. 
Notwithstanding  this  fact,  the  chairman 
of  the  Agriculture  Committee,  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  North  Carolina  [Mr. 
Cooley],  moved  that  the  debate  on  the 
bill  cease  before  I  had  the  opportunity 
to  offer  the  amendment.  Mr.  Cooley’s 


motion  to  close  the  debate  was  agreed 
to.  Due  to  the  adoption  of  Mr.  Cooley’s 
motion,  I  was  unable  to  explain  my 
amendment  at  the  time  it  was  offered, 
and  it  was  rejected.  My  amendment  to 
restore  the  15-acre  exemption  appears 
on  page  9542  of  the  Record.  As  a  con¬ 
sequence,  thousands  and  thousands  of 
small  wheat  farmers  in  America  will  be 
forced  to  take  a  3-acre  reduction  in  their 
wheat  acreage  and  will  be  deprived  of 
much  needed  income  if  this  bill  becomes 
law. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  the 
previous  question  on  the  conference  re¬ 
port. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  conference  report. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  that  I 
demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  there 
were — yeas  202,  nays  214,  not  voting  18, 
as  follows: 

[Roll  No.  91] 

YEAS— 202 


Abbitt 

Gray 

Natcher 

Abernethy 

Green,  Oreg.  . 

Norrell 

Albert 

Hall 

O’Brien,  Ill. 

Alexander 

Hardy 

O'Hara,  Ill. 

Alford 

Hargis 

O’Hara,  Mich. 

Andersen, 

Harmon 

O’Konski 

Minn. 

Harris 

Oliver 

Anderson, 

Healey 

Passman 

Mont. 

Hebert 

Patman 

Andrews 

Hemphill 

Perkins 

Anfuso 

Herlong 

Pfost 

Ashmore 

Hogan 

Pilcher 

Asplnall 

Holifield 

Poage 

Avery 

Holland 

Porter 

Bailey 

Huddleston 

Preston 

Barden 

Hull 

Price 

Bass,  Tenn. 

Ikard 

Prokop 

Beckworth 

Jarman 

Rains 

Bennett,  Fla. 

Jennings 

Randall 

Berry 

Johnson,  Calif. 

Reuss 

Boggs 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Riley 

Bolling 

Johnson,  Wis. 

Rivers,  Alaska 

Bonner 

Jones,  Ala. 

Rivers,  S.C. 

Bowles 

Jones,  Mo. 

Roberts 

Brademas 

Karsten 

Rogers,  Fla 

Brock 

Karth 

Rogers,  Tex. 

Brooks,  La. 

Kee 

Roosevelt 

Brooks,  Tex. 

Keogh 

Roush 

Brown,  Ga. 

Kilday 

Rutherford 

Brown,  Mo. 

Kilgore 

Santangelo 

Buckley 

King,  Calif. 

Saund 

Burke,  Ky. 

King,  Utah 

Scott 

Burleson 

Kitchin 

Selden 

Cannon 

Kluczynski 

Shelley 

Carnahan 

Landrum 

Shipley 

Carter 

Langen 

Short 

Casey 

Lennon 

Sikes 

Celler 

Lesinski 

Sisk 

Chelf 

Libonati 

Slack 

Coad 

Loser 

Smith,  Miss. 

Colmer 

McCormack 

Smith,  Va. 

Cook 

McDowell 

Spence 

Davis,  Ga. 

McFall 

Steed 

Davis,  Tenn, 

McGinley 

Stubblefield 

Dawson 

McGovern 

Sullivan 

Dent 

McMillan 

Teague,  Tex. 

Denton 

McSween 

Teller 

Diggs 

Machrowicz 

Thomas 

Dingell 

Mack,  Ill. 

Thompson,  La. 

Dollinger 

Madden 

Thompson,  Tex. 

Dowdy 

Mahon 

Thornberry 

Downing 

Marshall 

Trimble 

Doyle 

Matthews 

Tuck 

Durham 

Metcalf 

Udall 

Edmondson 

Miller, 

Ullman 

Elliott 

Clem 

Vinson 

Everett 

Miller, 

Walter 

Evins 

George  P, 

Wampler 

Fascell 

Mills 

Watts 

Fisher 

Mitchell 

Weaver 

Flood 

Montoya 

Whitener 

Flynt 

Moorhead 

Wier 

Foley 

Morgan 

Williams 

Forrester 

Morris,  N.  Mex. 

Winstead 

Fountain 

Morrison 

Wolf 

Frazier 

Moss 

Wright 

Gathings 

Moulder 

Young 

George 

Grant 

Multer 

Murray 

Zablocki 

NAYS— 214 


Adair 

Flynn 

Minshall 

Addonlzlo 

Fogarty 

Moeller 

Alger 

Forand 

Monagan 

Allen 

Ford 

Moore 

Arends 

Frelinghuysen 

Morris,  Okla. 

Ashley 

Friedel 

Mumma 

Auchlncloss 

Fulton 

Murphy 

Ayres 

Gallagher 

Nelsen 

Baker 

Garmatz 

Nix 

Baldwin 

Gary 

Norblad 

Baring 

Gavin 

O’Brien,  N.Y. 

Barr 

Giaimo 

O’Neill 

Barrett 

Glenn 

Osmers 

Barry 

Goodell 

Ostertag 

Bass,  NJH. 

Granahan 

Pelly 

Bates 

Green,  Pa. 

Philbin 

Baumhart 

Griffin 

Pillion 

Becker 

Griffiths 

Pirnie 

Bennett,  Mich. 

Gross 

Poff 

Bentley 

Gubser 

Powell 

Betts 

Haley 

Pucinskl 

Boland 

Halleck 

Quie 

Bolton 

Halpern 

Quigley 

Bosch 

Hays 

Ray 

Bow 

Hechler 

Reece,  Tenn. 

Boyle 

Henderson 

Rees,  Kans. 

Bray 

Hess 

Rhodes,  Ariz. 

Breeding 

Hlestand 

Rhodes,  Pa. 

Brewster 

Hoeven 

Riehlman 

Broomfield 

Hoffman,  HI. 

Robison 

Brown,  Ohio 

Hoffman,  Mich. 

Rodino 

Broyhill 

Holt 

Rogers,  Colo. 

Budge 

Holtzman 

Rogers,  Mass. 

Burdick 

Horan 

Rooney 

Burke,  Mass. 

Hosmer 

St.  George 

Bush 

Irwin 

Saylor 

Byrne,  Pa. 

Jackson 

Schenck 

Byrnes,  Wis. 

Jensen 

Scherer 

Cahill 

Johansen 

Schwengel 

Cederberg 

Johnson,  Md. 

Siler 

Chamberlain 

Jonas 

Simpson,  Ill. 

Chenoweth 

Judd 

Simpson,  Pa. 

Chiperfleld 

Kastenmeier 

Smith,  Calif. 

Church 

Kearns 

Smith,  Iowa 

Clark 

Keith 

Smith,  Kans. 

Coffin 

Kelly 

Springer 

Collier 

Kilbum 

Staggers 

Conte 

Kirwan 

Stratton 

Corbett 

Knox 

Taber 

Cramer 

Kowalski 

Taylor 

Cunningham 

Lafore 

Teague,  Calif. 

Curtin 

Laird 

Thompson.  N.J, 

Curtis,  Mass. 

Lane 

Thomson,  Wyo. 

Curtis,  Mo. 

Lankford 

Toll 

Daddario 

Latta 

Tollefson 

Dague 

Levering 

Utt 

Daniels 

Lindsay 

Vanik 

Delaney 

Lipscomb 

Van  Pelt 

Derounian 

McCulloch 

Van  Zandt 

Deiwinski 

McDonough 

Wain  wright 

Devine 

Mclntire 

Wallhauser 

Dixon 

Mack,  Wash. 

Weis 

Donohue 

Mailliard 

Westland 

Dooley 

Martin 

Wharton 

Dorn,  N.Y. 

Mason 

Whitten 

Dulski 

May 

Widnall 

Dwyer 

Meader 

Withrow 

Fallon 

Merrow 

Yates 

Farbstein 

Meyer 

Younger 

Feighan 

Fenton 

Fino 

Michel 

Miller,  N.Y. 
Milliken 

NOT  VOTING— 

Zelenko 
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Belcher 

Cooley 

Magnuson 

Blatnik 

Dorn,  S.C. 

Rabaut 

Blitch 

Hagen 

Rostenkowski 

Boykin 

Harrison 

Sheppard 

Canfield 

Kasem 

Willis 

Cohelan 

Macdonald 

Wilson 

So  the  conference  report  was  rejected. 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs: 

Mr.  Cooley  for,  with  Mr.  Harrison  against. 

Mr.  Willis  for,  with  Mr.  Wilson  against. 

Mr.  Rabaut  for,  with  Mr.  Belcher  against. 

Mr.  Cohelan  for,  with  Mr.  Canfield  against. 

Mr.  Magnuson  for,  with  Mr.  Macdonald 
against. 

Mrs.  Blitch  for,  with  Mr.  Dorn  of  South 
Carolina  against. 

Mr.  Blatnik  for,  with  Mr.  Hagen  against. 

Mr.  Boykin  for,  with  Mr.  Rostenkowski 
against. 

Mr.  DENT  and  Mr.  FOLEY  changed 
their  vote  from  “nay”  to  “yea.” 

Mr.  DERWINSKI  and  Mr.  BARR 
changed  their  vote  from  “yea”  to  ‘  nay. 
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The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  insist  on  its  amendment 
to  the  Senate  bill  and  ask  for  a  further 
conference  with  the  Senate. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  motion. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  appoints 
the  following  conferees:  Messrs.  Cooley, 
Poage,  Grant,  Albert,  Hoeven,  Dague, 
and  Belcher. 


The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

On  page  6,  line  2,  strike  out  “$800,000,000” 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “$700,000,000”. 


Mr.  Chairman,  I 
to  the  pending 


FURTHER  MESSAGE  FROM 
SENATE 

A  further  message  from  the  Senate  W 
Mr.  McGown,  one  of  its  clerks,  an-, 
nounced  that  the  Senate  had  passed, 
with  amendments  in  which  the  concur¬ 
rence  of  the  House  is  requested,  a  bill  of 
the  House  of  the  following  title : 

H.R.  7349.  An  act  making  appropriations 
for  the  Department  of  Commerce  and  related 
agencies  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1960,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  insists  on  its  amendments  to  the 
foregoing  bill,  requests  a  conference  with 
the  House  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the 
two  Houses  thereon,  and  appoints  Mr. 
Holland,  Mr.  Ellender,  Mr.  Magnuson, 
Mr.  Kefauver,  Mr.  Hayden,  Mrs.  Smith, 
Mr.  Bridges,  and  Mr.  Saltonstall  to  be 
the  conferees  on  the  part  of  the  Senate. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  had  passed,  with  amendments  in 
which  the  concurrence  of  the  House  is 
requested,  a  bill  of  the  House  of  the  fol¬ 
lowing  title: 

H.R.  7453.  An  act  making  appropriations 
for  the  legislative  branch  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1960,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  insists  on  its  amendments  to  the 
foregoing  bill,  requests  a  conference  with 
the  House  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of 
the  two  Houses  thereon,  and  appoints 
Mr.  Stennis,  Mr.  Hayden,  and  Mr. 
Bridges  to  be  the  conferees  on  the  part 
of  the  Senate. 


AMENDING  MUTUAL  SECURITY  ACT 
OF  1954 

Mr.  MORGAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  resolve  itself  ini/  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House/on  the 
State  of  the  Union  for  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  7500)  to  amend  further 
the.  Mutual  Security  Act  /Of  1954,  as 
amended,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  motion  was  agreecrto. 

Accordingly  the  Hou ge  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  o/the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the /Union  for  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bjfl  H.R.  7500,  with  Mr. 
Mills  in  the  chair 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  When  the  Com¬ 
mittee  rose/ on  yesterday,  there  was 
pending  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  Alabama  [Mr.  Selden], 

Withjmt  objection,  the  Clerk  will  again 
report/ the  amendment  offered  by  the 
jentjeman  from  Alabama, 
lere  was  no  objection. 


Mr.  CARNAHAN, 
rise  in  opposition 
amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  when  the  Committee 
rose  on  yesterday  there  was  pending  an 
amendment  on  page  6,  line  2,  which 
would  strike  out  “$800,000,000”  and 
would  insert  “$700,000,000.” 

This  item  has  to  do  with  the  Develop¬ 
ment  Loan  Fund. 

I  would  like  to  call  the  attention  of 
the  members  of  the  Committee  to  the 
fact  that  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Af¬ 
fairs  gave  very  careful  consideration  to 
this  item.  The  item  was  considered  in 
connection  with  two  other  items  in  the 
bill. 

This  item  was  considered  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  military  assistance  and  with 
defense  support.  It  was  the  aim  of  the 
comini ttee  in  the  action  we  took  on  these 
three'  items  to  show  a  shift  in  emphasis 
in  the ’mutual  security  program. 

We  wanted,  first,  to  show  an  emphasis 
in  a  shift,  from  military  assistance 
economic  assistance.  The  committee 
duced  the  request  for  military  aid  rather 
substantially./ We  also  reduced  thf  re¬ 
quest  for  defense  support  and  ,-we  in¬ 
creased  the  request  of  the  executive 
department  for  the  Development  Loan 
Fund.  This  request  for  an/increase  is 
rather  meager.  W<f  increased  the  re¬ 
quest  by  $100  million  and;  as  I  said,  we 
would  like  for  this  to  /how  a  shift  in 
emphasis  on  the  program  from  military 
assistance  to  economic  assistance. 

The  Committee  of  the  Whole  has  al¬ 
ready  sustained  /k lr  committee  in  the 
first  two  items  'that  in  military  assist¬ 
ance  and  that/in  defense  support.  We 
sincerely  trust  that  the  Committee  will 
now  go  the  rest  of  the  way  with  the  Com- 
mittee  on/Foreign  Affairs  and  indicate 
this  shift  in  emphasis  from  military 'to 
economic  assistance  by  voting  down  tl 
pending  amendment,  which  would  reduce 
the/figure. 

e  Development  Loan  Fund  was  in- 
eased  for  another  purpose.  Aside  from 
the  fact  that  this  item  is  justified  on 
its  own  merits,  it  was  increased  to  show 
that  we  would  like  to  have  a  trend  from 
grants  to  loans  in  this  program.  So 
many  times  here  before  the  House  the 
Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs  has  been 
urged  to  shift  from  grants  to  loans.  Now 
we  are  attempting  to  make  such  a  shift. 
We  hope  you  will  sustain  us  in  this  shift. 
If  we  are  ever  going  to  get  away  from 
foreign  aid  by  grants  and  shift  to  loans, 
we  are  going  to  have  to  give  increased 
attention  to  the  Development  Loan 
Fund. 

I  urge,  and  the  committee  urges,  that 
you  now  sustain  us  in  the  third  item 
which  indicates  these  shifts. 

Mr.  MERROW.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  pending  amendment. 

(Mr.  MERROW  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  MERROW.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment.  We 
must  keep  in  mind  that  one  of  the  major 
postwar  phenomena  is  the  determination 


of  people  all  over  the  world  to  improve 
their  standards  of  living.  There  is  mi 
we  can  do  to  give  this  urge  direction/nd 
meaning  and  even  turn  it  to  our  advan¬ 
tage. 

In  adopting  legislation  to  seif  up  the 
Development  Loan  Fund  are  these  words, 
“The  progress  of  free  peoples  in  their 
efforts  to  further  then  economic  devel¬ 
opment,  and  thus  to  strengthen  their 
freedom,  is  important  to/he  security  and 
general  welfare  of  the  United  States. 
The  Congress  further  recognizes  the 
necessity  in  some  p&ses  of  assistance  to 
such  peoples  if  t/ey  are  to  succeed  in 
these  efforts.” 

THE/ECONOMIC  front 

We  are  engaged  in  a  worldwide  strug¬ 
gle  with  international  communism  and 
theref ore/the  necessity  of  passing  meas¬ 
ures  fo/the  defense  of  our  own  country 
and  far  the  defense  of  the  free  world. 
In  my  remarks  during  the  general  debate 
on/this  bill  we  are  now  considering,  I 
termed  it  “the  second  defense  measure” 
to  be  acted  upon  by  this  House  in  the 
’  past  few  weeks.  We  are  now  discussing 
a  most  important  section  of  the  present 
defense  measure  which  has  to  do  with 
the  economic  development  of  various 
countries. 

I  am  glad  that  we  always  approve 
practically  unanimously  the  appropria¬ 
tions  for  the  Defense  Department.  Mili¬ 
tary  strength  and  preparedness  are  ab¬ 
solutely  essential  in  preserving  our  free¬ 
dom  and  the  freedom  of  our  allies,  but  I 
do  not  hesitate  to  say  that  in  the  long 
run  the  struggle  in  which  we  are  now 
engaged  will  probably  be  resolved  on  the 
economic  front.  Therefore,  the  neces¬ 
sity  of  the  Development  Loan  Fund. 

For  a  long  time,  I  have  been  of  the 
opinion  that  we  should  provide  at  least 
a  billion  dollars  a  year  to  carry  on  the 
work  of  this  Fund.  I  am  pleased  that 
the  committee  this  year  increased  the 
Executive  request  by  $100  million  and  I 
hope  that  the  House  will  sustain  the 
action  of  the  committee. 

THE  DRAPER  COMMITTEE 

May  I  call  attention  to  the  words  from 
the  report  of  the  Draper  Committee,  ap¬ 
pointed  by  the  President  to  study  U.S. 
military  assistance.  The  Committee 
made/,  significant  observation  on  the 
role  of  ^economic  help  in  the  following 
statement 

The  fostering  of  economic  growth  through¬ 
out  the  free  Vorld  presents  a  real  challenge 
to  the  American  people.  Here  is  a  positive 
goal  which  is  consistent  without  long-term 
economic  interes/  and  at  the  same  time 
provides  an  opportunity  to  further  the  free 
political  development  of  other  nations.  This 
opportunity  calls  for/  cooperative  effort  by 
the  United  States  andSother  nations  which 
can  generate  export  capital.  There  is  need 
for  both  public  and  privlite  financing,  and 
for  multilateral  and  unilateral  programs, 
with  increasing  emphasis  /i  loans  rather 
than  grant  aid. 

The  Committee  further  emphasized : 

The  proposed  economic  assistance  program 
for  fiscal  year  1960  is  the  minimum  needed 
Material  reductions  in  the  total  mitoit  well 
restrict  the  United  States  to  a  dispropor¬ 
tionately  military  approach,  and  thus  snake 
the  Communist  economic  offensive  more 
effective.  In  fact,  a  level  of  lending  for  i 
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agreed  to  wheat  bill  as  passed  by  House.  Senate''  »ed  to  con- 
on  housing  bill.  Senate  committee  reported  mutual  se<  :y  authori- 

Senate  committee  reported  general  government  matters,  i  indent 

State-Justice  appropriation  bills. 


SENATE 


1.  WHEAT.  By  a  44-40  vote,  receded  from  the  previous  disagreement  of  the  Senate 
to  the  amendments  of  House  to  S.  1968,  the  wheat  bill,  and  agreed  to  the  bill 
as  passed  by  the  House  (pp.  10366-7,  10431,  10436-43).  Agreed  to  a  motion  by 
Sen.  Ellender  to  table  a  proposed  amendment  by  Sen.  Case,  S.  Dak.,  which  would 
have  reduced  the  level  of  price  supports  provided  in  the  bill  from  90  to  85 
percent  of  parity  (pp.  10440-42) .  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President. 

Sen.  Ellender  inserted  an  explanation  of  the  bill  as  passed  by  the  House 
as  follows: 

MThe  House  amendment  to  S,  1968  is  a  complete  substitute  for  the  Senate 
provisions.  It  would  make  the  following  changes  in  existing  law: 

’’With  respect  to  the  1960  and  1961  wheat  crops,  it  would  — 

"(1)  Provide  price  support  at  90  percent  of  parity, 

"(2)  Reduce  each  farm  acreage  allotment  by  25  percent. 
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"(3)  Require,  as  a  condition  of  wheat  price  support,  that  the  farm  acre- 
age  of  price  supported  crops  be  reduced  below  the  1957  and  1958  average  by 
an  acreage  equal  to  the  25  percent  reduction  in  the  wheat  acreage  allotment* 
"(4)  Provide  for  a  payment  in  kind  (equal  to  one-third  of  the  average 
annual  wheat  yield)  for  the  acreage  representing  the  25  percent  reduction, 
if  such  acreage  is  not  harvested  or  grazed. 

" (5)  Provide  that  the  acreage  represented  by  the  25  percent  reduction 
shall  be  ineligible  for  the  conservation  reserve. 


"(6)  Limit  price  support  to  the  commercial  area  and,  if  marketing  quotas 
are  not  disapproved,  to  cooperators. 

"(7)  Provide  price  support  at  50  percent  of  parity  to  noncooperators,  as 
well  as  cooperators,  if  marketing  quotas  are  disapproved. 

(8)  Provide  that  if  marketing  quotas  are  disapproved,  the  minimum 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  sales  price  for  wheat  for  unrestricted  use  shall 
be  105  percent  of  75  percent  of  parity,  plus  reasonable  carrying  charges. 

(9)  Impose  penalties  on  the  actual  yield  of  the  excess  acres  (or  double 
the  normal  yield  if  the  actual  yield  is  not  shown) ;  except  that  if  the  actual 
yield  does  not  exceed  the  normal  yield  of  the  farm  acreage  allotment,  the 
marketing  excess  would  be  reduced  to  zero. 

(1°)  Increase  the  marketing  penalty  to  65  percent  of  parity. 

"(11)  Reduce  the  15-acre  exemption  to  the  small  of  (A)  12  acres,  or  (B) 
the  highest  acreage  planted  in  1957,  1958,  or  1959. 

” (12)  Remove  the  30-acre  limitation  on  the  feed  wheat  exemption. 

"?h©‘ House  amendment  contains  a  $35,000  limitation  on  price  support  for 
wheat  per  producer  per  year,  which  we  understand  is  intended  to  be  permanent 
In  addition  the  House  amendment  would  permanently  — 

”(A)  Provide  that  in  any  case  in  which  the  wheat  marketing  excess  for  a 
farm  is  reduced  to  zero  by  reason  of  underproduction,  the  farm,  county,  and 
State  shall  not  receive  an  acreage  history  penalty  by  reason  of  the  over¬ 
planting. 

(B)  Base  eligibility  for  voting  in  marketing  quota  referendums  on  com¬ 
pliance  with  allotments  in  the  year  in  which  the  referendum  is  held  (rather 
than  on  being  subject  to  the  quota  being  voted  on)  . 

( ( (C)  Repeal  the  200  bushel  wheat  marketing  quota  exemption. 

"(D)  Repeal  a  requirement  that  an  additional  allotment  list  be  kept  by 
the  county  agent  or  local  committee  chairman." 


2.  SoirsiNG.  Agreed,  56  to  31,  to  the  conference  report  on  S.  57,  the  housing  bill 
for  1959  (pp.  10383-8,  10389-436).  See  Digest  102  for  a  summary  of  items 
interest  to  this  Department. 


bills  with 


3.  APPROPRIATIONS.  The  Appropriations  Committee  reported  the  fol 
amendments:  p.  10355  - 

423^*  R*  704°*  the  indePenden£:  offices  appropriation>ftlfor  1960  (S.  Rept. 

/c  H«  R*  the  general  government  mattepKappropriation  bill  for  1960 

Kept.  422)  . 

H.  R.  7343,  the  State-Justice  a^propriatioh>bill  for  1960  (S.  Rept.  424). 


4.  MUTUAL  SECURITY.  The  Fc__ 

S.  1451,  to  extend  the^fliutual 


with  amendment 
p.  10354 


5.  PERSONNEL; 
voted  to. 


A  subcommittee  of  the  Post  Office  and  Civil  SeSn^be  Committee 
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priatibns  for  the  Department  of  Defense 
for  the 'fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1960, 
and  for  other  purposes,  which  was  re¬ 
ferred  to  rfie  Committee  on  Appropria¬ 
tions  and  ordered  to  be  printed. 

PROHIBITION  OF  USE  OF  AIRCRAFT 
OR  MOTOR  VEHICLES  TO  HUNT 
CERTAIN  WILD  HORSES  OR  BUR¬ 
ROS— ADDITIONAL  COSPONSOR  OF 
BILL 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.'President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the,  name  of  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Douglas]  may 
be  added  as  an  additional  cosponsor  of 
the  bill  (S.  2167)  to  amend  Chapter  3 
of  title  18,  United  States  Code,  ^9  as  to 
prohibit  the  use  of  aircraft  or  motor 
vehicles  to  hunt  certain  wild  horses  or 
burros  on  land  belonging  to  the  United 
States,  and  for  other  purposes,  intrc 
duced  by  me  on  June  15,  1959. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Without  ob¬ 
jection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


AMENDMENT  OF  FEDERAL  PROP¬ 
ERTY  AND  ADMINISTRATIVE 
SERVICES  ACT  OF  1949,  RELATING 
TO  OVERSEA  USE  OF  SURPLUS 
PROPERTY  —  ADDITIONAL  CO¬ 
SPONSORS  OF  BILL 

Under  authority  of  the  order  of  the 
Senate  of  June  17,  1959,  the  names  of 
Senators  Holland,  Kerr,  and  Monroney 
were  added  as  additional  cosponsors  of 
the  bill  (S.  2198)  to  amend  the  Federal 
Property  and  Administrative  Service  Act 
of  1949,  introduced  by  Mr.  Allott  (for 
himself  and  Mr.  Langer)  on  June  17, 
1959. 


PRINTING  OF  REVIEW  OF  REPORT 
ON  SOUTH  BRISTOL  HARBOR, 
MAINE  (S.  DOC.  NO.  30) 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  present 
a  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  the  Army, 
transmitting  a  report  dated  May  6,  195!L 
from  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Army,  together  with  accc 
panying  papers  and  illustrations,/*#!!  a 
review  of  report  on  South  Bristol  Har¬ 
bor,  Maine,  requested  by  resolution  of 
the  Committee  on  Public  Worl$&  adopted 
May  18,  1950.  I  ask  unanLamis  consent 
that  the  report  be  printed/as  a  Senate 
document,  with  an  illustration,  and  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  Comnyutee  on  Public 
Works. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Without  ob¬ 
jection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

ADDRESSES, ,/ EDITORIALS,  ARTI¬ 
CLES,  E*/,  PRINTED  IN  THE  AP- 
PENDI 

On  raquest,  and  by  unanimous  con¬ 
sent,  addresses,  editorials,  articles,  etc., 
were^ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Ap¬ 
pendix,  as  follows: 

By  Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas: 

’’Article  entitled  ‘‘Baptist  Minister  Thinks 
^Soviet  Does  Not  Want  War,”  from  the 
Wichita  Falls  Times  of  March  8,  1959. 

By  Mr.  HUMPHREY: 

Essay  written  by  him,  published  in  the 
June  1959  issue  of  Western  World,  entitled 


“Steps  Toward  Effective  Unity  Are  Possible 
Now.” 

Editorial  published  in  the  June  17,  1959, 
Washington  Post  and  Times  Herald,  en¬ 
titled  “The  Blood  of  the  Martyrs”,  which 
will  appear  hereafter  in  the  Appendix. 

Article  entitled  "Human  Wealth  and  Eco¬ 
nomic  Growth,”  written  by  Theodore  W. 
Schultz,  and  published  in  “The  Humanist,” 
No.  2,  1959. 

By  Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware: 

Address  entitled  "How  Delaware  Does  It,” 
delivered  by  Governor  J.  Caleb  Boggs  of 
Delaware  to  members  of  the  President’s 
Committee  on  Employment  of  the  Physically 
Handicapped,  at  Washington,  D.C.,  on  May 
7,  1959. 

By  Mr.  WILEY: 

Excerpts  from  report  of  the  President’s 
Committee  on  Employment  of  the  Physically 
Handicapped. 

By  Mr.  THURMOND: 

Address  entitled  “The  International  Mili¬ 
tary  Situation,”  delivered  by  Robert  H. 
Knight,  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  of  De¬ 
fense,  to  the  12th  annual  conference  of  the 
.  Military  Government  Association,  in  Wash¬ 
ington,  D.C.,  on  June  13,  1959. 

^Address  entitled  “Service  to  the  Natioa/’ 
delivered  by  Lt.  Gen.  Arthur  G.  Trudeau, 
Chie'f.  of  Research  and  Development/De- 
partment  of  the  Army,  before  Soutly'Caro- 
lina  Atherican  Legion,  at  Charleston,  S.C., 
on  June  lap,  1959. 

By  Mr.  TALMADGE  : 

Resolutiom.of  Board  of  AldernUn  of  City  of 
Atlanta,  Ga.,  adopted  June  /,  1959,  com¬ 
mending  Hon.  John  L.  Conner,  of  Atlanta, 
Ga. 

Memorial  to  the.  late  /fudge  Samuel  Hale 
Sibley  by  trustees  of  University  of  Georgia 
Foundation. 

Address  entitled/'Pfofessional  Responsi¬ 
bility  and  the  Bpr,”  delivered  by  Ross  L. 
Malone,  president  American  Bar  Association, 
before  annual  jneeting,  Georgia  Bar  Associa¬ 
tion,  at  Saviumah,  Ga.,  JuneJ8,  1959. 

Article  entitled  “Safeguarding  Our  Lib¬ 
erty,”  written  by  Dr.  George  S.VBenson,  of 
Searcy, Auk.,  and  published  in  liis  column 
entitlaa  “Looking  Ahead,”  for  June' -JO,  1959. 
/ByMr.MUNDT: 

Smmencement  address  by  Robert  G.Lie- 
iow,  president,  board  of  trade,  city,  of 
5hicago,  delivered  at  University  of  South 
7  Dakota  on  June  1,  1959,  which  will  appes 
hereafter  in  the  Appendix. 

Crusade  for  Freedom  statement  by  Hon. 
Charles  R.  Hayes,  of  Deadwood,  S.  Dak. 

By  Mr.  LAUSCHE: 

Address  on  the  subject  “Whither  Educa¬ 
tional  Broadcasting?’’  delivered  by  Paul  L. 
Chamberlain  before  the  Institute  for  Educa¬ 
tion  by  Radio-Television,  in  Columbus,  Ohio, 
May  7,  1959. 

Sermon  on  the  subject  “A  Catholic  Presi¬ 
dent  in  the  White  House?”  by  Dr.  Abba  Hillel 
Silver,  of  Cleveland,  Ohio. 

By  Mr.  BARTLETT: 

Address  on  the  subject  “Weights  and 
Measures  in  Alaska — the  49th  State,”  de¬ 
livered  by  R.  A.  Findlay  before  the  44th  Na¬ 
tional  Conference  on  Weights  and  Measures, 
in  Washington,  D.C.,  June  10,  1959. 

By  Mr.  DOUGLAS: 

Statement  by  Miss  Margo  Cairns,  of  Wash¬ 
ington,  D.C.,  advocating  adoption  of  tassel 
of  Indian  corn — maize — as  national  floral 
emblem. 

Statement  by  Father  Robert  J.  McEwen, 
associate  professor  of  economics  and  chair¬ 
man  of  the  department  in  the  university  at 
Boston  College,  before  Senate  Committee  on 
Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce  in  the 
hearings  on  fair  trade. 

By  Mr.  MANSFIELD: 

Editorial  entitled  “The  Issue  Over  Govern¬ 
ment  Bond  Interest  Rates,”  published  in  the 


Lewistown  (Mont.)  Daily  News  of  June  16, 
1959.  f 

By  Mr.  CARLSON:  / 

Editorial  published  in  the  Wichitfy  lKans.) 
Beacon  on  June  7,  1959,  entitle^“History 
Brutalizes  Everyone.” 

By  Mr.  MONRONEY: 

Editorial  entitled  “The  Sti'auss  Debate,” 
published  in  the  Washingtor/Post  and  Times 
Herald  of  Saturday,  June/20,  1959. 

By  Mr.  NEUBERGI 

Editorial  entitled  “Tjae  Egg  and  We”  pub¬ 
lished  in  the  East  Oregonian  of  June  18, 
1959. 

Column  entitled/Tt  Seems  to  Me,”  written 
by  Charles  A.  Sprague,  and  published  in  the 
Oregon  Daily  Statesman  of  June  10,  1959. 

Article  entitled  “Tax  Help  in  Sight  for 
Professions  ./written  by  J.  E.  McMahon,  and 
published/ln  the  New  York  Times  on  June 
21,  1959y 

fy  Mr.  BEALL: 

Editorial  entitled  “Not  Mr.  Benson,”  from 
the/Baltimore  Sun  of  June  9,  1959,  relating 
1 9/the  production  of  wheat. 

By  Mr.  SALTONSTALL: 

Article  entitled  “Businessmen  Must  Get 
Into  Politics,”  written  by  Horace  E.  Sheldon 
and  reprinted  from  the  Harvard  Business  Re¬ 
view  of  March-April  1959,  which  will  appear 
hereafter  in  the  Appendix. 

By  Mr.  COTTON: 

Article  published  in  the  June  22,  1959, 
issue  of  Broadcasting  magazine,  entitled 
"Diversity  in  New  Hampshire.” 

By  Mr.  CASE  of  New  Jersey: 

Column  entitled  “Statehouse  Diary,”  from 
the  Moorestown  (N.J.)  News  Chronicle  of 
June  11,  1959,  written  by  State  Senator  Al¬ 
bert  McCay,  paying  tribute  to  the  late  John 
Foster  Dulles. 

By  Mr.  THURMOND: 

Article  entitled  “What  Written  Constitu¬ 
tion?”  written  by  David  Lawrence,  and  pub¬ 
lished  in  the  U.S.  News  &  World  Report  for 
June  29,  1959. 


SENATOR  MORSE’S  RECENT  “GOOD 
NEIGHBORS”  SPEECH 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  last 
week,  I  had  printed  in  the  Record  an 
excellent  speech  made  by  the  senior 
Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr.  Morse]  at 
Mexico  City  College.  I  am  in  receipt  of 
.  a  news  story  covering  that  speech,  which 
joes  great  credit  to  the  Senator  from 
regon,  and  which  was  carried  in  the 
Christian  Science  Monitor  of  June  19, 
1959\ 

I  as{c  unanimous  consent  that  the 
news  story,  by  Marion  Wilhelm,  be  in¬ 
corporated  at  this  point  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered \p  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Morse  Sets  ClWate  for  Mexico  Talks 
(By  Marion  Wilhelm) 

Mexico  City. — Senator  Wayne  Morse’s  re¬ 
cent  “good  neighbors'*,  speech  Is  setting  a 
friendly  climate  for  heaPmgs  scheduled  here 
next  fall  by  the  Senate\subcommittee  on 
Latin-American  relations.  \ 

As  chairman,  the  plain-speaking  Demo¬ 
cratic  Senator  from  Oregon  is\lirecting  a  2- 
year  study  of  inter-American  problems 
which  is  to  move  into  informal  consulta¬ 
tions  with  Mexicans  probably  in  October  or 
November.  p 

Latin-American  views  will  be  weighed  into 
recommendations  to  improve  United  Spates 
policies  in  the  southern  half  of  the  hetai- 
sphere.  \ 

Senator  Morse’s  address  June  11  to  tha 
graduating  of  Mexico  City  College  stiired 


10366 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


June  22 


interest  in  Latin  America  for  suggestions 
rarely  if  ever,  heard  here  from  official 
Unite cKstates  spokesmen  since  the  end  of 
the  Roosevelt  administration.  The  talk  was 
regardedVs  especially  significant  because  of 
Senator  Mouse’s  position  in  the  Senate  For¬ 
eign  Relations  Committee. 

RECOMMENDATIONS  OUTLINED 

“Without  anticipating  committee  recom¬ 
mendations,”  he  put  himself  on  record  for: 

1.  Line-of-credit\  arrangements  which 
“would  make  it  easier  for  all  peoples  of  this 
hemisphere  to  develop  their  own  resources 
in  their  own  way.” 

2.  An  American  commta  market  embrac¬ 
ing  the  entire  hemisphere\in  the  effort  now 
being  made  by  Latin  Americans  for  their 
own  part  of  Americas. 

3.  A  hemisphere  plan  to  redbce  or  at  least 
limit  armaments  in  order  “to  frpe  very  con¬ 
siderable  resources  *  *  *  more  badly  needed 
for  schools  and  other  socioeconomic\develop- 
ment”  and  to  “diminish  the  influence  of 
the  military  and  increase  the  influence  of 
the  civilian  branches  of  Government.\ 

4.  More  attention  to  education — “a  20th- 

century  economy  cannot  exist  in  an  18th- 
century  social  structure.”  \ 

DETERMINATION  EXPRESSED 


“We  are  determined  to  do  a  thoroughly 
objective,  nonpartisan  job,”  said  the  chair¬ 
man  of  subcommittee  plans,  “and  we  hope 
that  we  can  make  useful,  constructive  rec¬ 
ommendations.  It  would  be  premature  at 
this  point  for  me  to  try  to  anticipate  what 
those  recommendations  will  be,  and  I  shall 
not  do  so.  I  think  I  can,  however,  lay  down 
(  (these)  general  principles." 

Senator  Morse  said  he  was  optimistic 
about  the  “surge  for  freedom”  in  the  last  7- 
year  period  in  Argentina,  Bolivia,  Colombia, 
Cuba,  El  Salvador,  Honduras,  Peru,  and 
Venezuela. 

“I  foresee  an  eventual  development  of  a 
new  level  of  friendship  and  understanding 
between  the  United  States  and  Latin  Amer¬ 
ica,”  he  declared. 

“Friendship  between  nations  must  ulti¬ 
mately  rest  upon  the  deepest  sense  of  dig¬ 
nity,  of  self-respect,  which  nations  feel 
about  themselves.  As  freedom  is  acquired, 
as  development  occurs,  as  stability  and 
progress  are  achieved,  a  nation’s  self-respect 
grows.  The  extremes  of  popular  national¬ 
ism,  so  widespread  at  the  beginning  of  the 
journey  of  progress,  are  converted  into  self- 
confidence  as  nations  acquire  the  mastery 
of  self-government.  And  when  self-confi¬ 
dence  begins,  so  does  the  possibility  ofy 
friendship  and  understanding.” 


cumstances,  It  might  even  be  possible  and  de¬ 
sirable  to  work  out  provisions  for  these  lines 
of  credit  to  revolve — that  is,  for  repayments 
automatically  to  replenish  the  total  amount 
of  credit  that  could  be  drawn.” 

His  suggestions  of  an  American  common 
market,  hemispheric  arms  reductions,  and 
expansion  of  educational  facilities  cited  the 
Organization  of  American  States  as  an  in¬ 
strument  which  could  lead  the  way  toward 
economic  and  democratic  unity. 

Communism  is  one  of  the  obstacles  in  the 
way,  he  concluded. 

“But  what  has  communism  to  offer?  It 
offers  this  hemisphere  a  formula  on  how  to 
lose  freedom.  Whichever  way  one  looks  at 
communism,  at  bottom  its  fundamental  doc¬ 
trine  is  revealed:  That  the  only  way  a  com¬ 
munity  ean  progress  is  to  surrender  its 
freedom  to  a  dictatorship  of  self-styled 
pundits — the  so-called  leadership  of  th® 
proletariat — who  arrogate  to  themselves  the 
final  wisdom  about  the  laws  of  mankind’s  de¬ 
velopment.  Dictatorship  is  the  heart  of  the 
Communist  matter;  but  Latin  America  al¬ 
ready  knows  more  about  freedom  and  how  to 
acquire  it  than  does  Soviet  Russia.” 

Senators  John  J.  Sparkman,  Democrat,  of 
Alabama,  John  F.  Kennedy,  Democrat,  of/ 
''Massachusetts,  Bourke  B.  Hickenxooper,  j 
publican,  of  Iowa,  George  D.  Aiken,  Repi 
lican,  Vermont,  and  Homer  E.  Cape  hart. /Re¬ 
publican,  of  Indiana,  will  presumably  ac¬ 
company  Senator  Morse  when  he  Returns 
to  Mexico  in  the  fall  to  conduct  subcommit¬ 
tee  inquiries. 

In  his  first  major  Latin -American  speech 
off  the  Senate  floor  since  the  subcommittee 
initiated  the  inter-Americafi  study,  the 
chairman  demonstrated  keen  insight  about 
Mexican  viewpoints.  “The/words  of  Senator 
Morse  speak  eloquently  o/his  profound  dem¬ 
ocratic  character, ’’said  /newspaper. 


EXECUT2 


SESSION 


Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  move  Jmat  the  Senate  proceed  to 
the  consideration  of  executive  business 
and  take /tip  the  nominaVions  on  the 
Executive7  Calendar. 

The  potion  was  agreed  to\  and  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  consider  executive 
busi 


EXECUTIVE  MESSAGES  REFERI 


CAPITAL  GOAL  SET  ,  / 

Economically,  he  went  on,  it  is  uy  the 
national  interest  of  the  United  Stages  at 
this  time  to  export  capital,  just  as /t  is  in 
the  interest  of  most  other  American  repub¬ 
lics  to  import  capital.  7 

Most  -of  the  outflow  is  eqvfity  capital 
looking  for  a  profit,  he  pointed  out. 

“There  is  nothing  wrong yfrith  this,”  ac¬ 
cording  to  Senator  Morse  ./“The  trouble  is 
it  doesn’t  go  far  enough. /It  doesn’t  go  into 
the  kind  of  nonprofit  development  which 
is  essential  to  economic  growth.” 

Acknowledging  th/ contributions  of  the 
World  Bank,  Expor/Import  Bank,  Develop¬ 
ment  Loan  Fun/  and  the  forthcoming 
Inter-American /Development  Bank,  the 
Senator  quesUfoned  the  effectiveness  of 
their  presents approach  to  basic  develop¬ 
ment  in  view  of  what  he  called  the  funda¬ 
mental  rbgnt  of  all  peoples  to  develop 
resourceyaheir  own  way. 

^CREDIT  ARRANGEMENT  URGED 

J/aborated : 

itter  results  would  follow,  in  my  judg- 
i  if  greater  use  were  made  of  line-of- 
;  arrangements  under  which  credits  are 
ished  and  drawn  on  as  needed  for  a 
variety  of  specific  projects.  In  certain  cir¬ 


The  VICE  PRESIDENT  laid  before 
Senate  messages  from  the  President  of'' 
the  United  States  submitting  sundry 
nominations,  which  were  referred  to  the 
appropriate  committees. 

(For  nominations  this  day  received, 
see  the  end  of  Senate  proceedings.) 


EXECUTIVE  REPORT  OF  A 
COMMITTEE 


The  following  favorable  reports  of 
nominations  were  submitted: 

By  Mr.  CHAVEZ,  from  the  Committee  on 
Public  Works: 

Brooks  Hays,  of  Arkansas,  to  be  a  member 
of  the  Board  of  Directors  of  the  Tennessee 
Valley  Authority. 


The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  If  there  be 
no  further  reports  of  committees,  the 
clerk  will  state  the  nominations  on  the 
Executive  Calendar. 


NEW  REPORTS 

The  legislative  clerk  read  the  nomina¬ 
tion  of  Lt.  Gen.  Emmett  O’Donnell,  Jr., 
U.S.  Air  Force,  to  be  assigned  to  posi¬ 


tions  of  importance  and  responsibil 
designated  by  the  President,  in  the  : 
of  general. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Without  ob¬ 
jection,  the  nomination  is  confirmed. 


APPOINTMENTS  IN 

ARMY, 


REGULAR 


The  legislative  clerk/proceeded  to  read 
sundry  nominations /for  appointments  in 
the  Regular  Army., 

Mr.  JOHNSOISKof  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  than,  these  nominations  be 
considered  en/61oc. 

The  VICEPRESIDENT.  Without  ob¬ 
jection,  the  nominations  will  be  con¬ 
sidered  en  bloc;  and,  without  objection, 
they  aiy  confirmed. 


TEMPORARY  APPOINTMENT  IN  THE 
/ARMY  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 


The  legislative  clerk  read  the  nomina¬ 
tion  of  Col.  Jonathan  Owen  Seaman, 
U.S.  Army,  to  be  brigadier  general. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Without  ob¬ 
jection,  the  nomination  is  confirmed. 


FAVORABLY  REPORTED  NOMINA¬ 
TIONS  PLACED  ON  THE  VICE 
PRESIDENT’S  DESK 


The  Legislative  Clerk.  Routine  nomi¬ 
nations  in  the  Regular  Army  and  in  the 
Air  Force,  placed  on  the  Vice  President’s 
desk. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  ask  that 
they  be  considered  en  bloc. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Without  ob¬ 
jection,  they  will  be  considered  en  bloc; 
and,  without  objection,  they  are  con¬ 
firmed. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  ask  that 
the  President  be  immediately  notified  of 
the  nominations  confirmed  today. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Without  ob¬ 
jection,  the  President  will  be  notified 
forthwith. 


LEGISLATIVE  SESSION  • 


Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi- 
t,  I  move  that  the  Senate  resume  the 
isideration  of  legislative  business, 
motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
te  resumed  the  consideration  of  leg- 
islativs  business. 


Sens 


WHEAT  MARKETING  QUOTA  AND 
PRICE  SUPPORT  PROGRAM 


The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Chair 
lays  before  the  Senate  a  message  from 
the  House  of  Representatives,  which  will 
be  read. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

In  the  House  of  Representatives,  U.S., 

June  18,  1959. 

Resolved,  That  the  House  disagree  to  the 
report  of  the  committee  of  conference  on 
the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two  House  on 
the  amendment  of  the  House  to  the  bill  (S. 
1968)  entitled  “An  act  to  strengthen  the 
wheat  marketing  quota  and  price  support 
program”; 

That  the  House  insist  upon  its  amend¬ 
ment  to  said  bill  and  ask  a  further  con¬ 
ference  with  the  Senate  on  the  disagreeing 
votes  of  the  two  Houses  thereon. 


£ 
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Ordered,  That  Mr.  Cooley,  Mr.  Poaoe,  Mr. 
Grant,  Mr.  Albert,  Mr.  Hoeven,  Mr.  Dague, 
and  Mr.  Belcher  be  managers  of  the  con¬ 
ference  on  the  part  of  the  House. 


Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President- 


The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  may  we  leave  that  matter  at  the 
desk  momentarily,  please?  I  wish  to 
talk  to  the  chairman  of  the  commit- 
£00 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Without  ob¬ 
jection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


tTER- 


THE  NATIONAL  DEBT  AND 
EST  RATES 

Mr.  BUSH.  Mr.  President,  of  interest 
these  days,  especially  to  the  Senat 
which  will  shortly  consider  the  ques¬ 
tion  of  the  debt  ceiling  and  the  re¬ 
moval  of  the  ceiling  on  interest  rates, 
is  an  editorial  from  the  Washington 
Post  and  Times  Herald  of  June  22,  1959, 
in  which  it  is  pointed  out  that  the  re¬ 
moval  of  the  interest  rate  ceiling,  while 
not  being  a  cure-all  for  the  Treasury’s 
difficulties,  certainly  provides  an  essen¬ 
tial  ingredient  for  the  removal  of  its  dif¬ 
ficulties. 

I  also  have  an  article  from  the  New 
York  Times,  written  by  Arthur  Krock. 

I  also  hold  in  my  hand  an  editorial 
from  the  Hartford  Courant. 

I  also  have  another  editorial  from  the 
Hartford  Courant  entitled  “Has  the  Na¬ 
tional  Debt  Ceiling  Failed.” 

Because  of  the  current  interest  in 
these  problems,  and  because  these  arti¬ 
cles  and  editorials  are  informative,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  they  may  be 
printed  in  the  Record  following  these 
remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  edi¬ 
torials  and  articles  were  ordered  to  be 
printed  in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

I  From  the  Washington  Post  and  Times 
Herald,  June  22,  1959 J 
Now  for  Interest  Rates 

Now  that  the  House  has  approved  the 
necessary  increase  in  the  limit  on  the  debt, 
it  ought  to  get  down  to  business  on  the  other 
half  of  the  President’s  recent  financial  pro¬ 
posal:  The  elimination  of  the  interest  rate 
ceiling  on  Treasury  bonds.  There  are 
aspects  'of  this  matter  which  seem  not 
be  very  widely  or  thoroughly  understoc 
the  Capitol  and  to  which  the  House 
ing  Committee  may  wish  to  direct  it£  par¬ 
ticular  attention. 

First  of  all,  the  notion  ougfrt  to  be 
dispelled  that  the  removal  of  the  interest 
ceiling  automatically  would  mean  that  in¬ 
terest  rates  would  go  up.  It  is/probable  that 
an  immediate  offering  of  bonds  would  com¬ 
mand  rates  higher  than  11/w  allowed — but 
what  is  important  is  that' the  Treasury  be 
taken  out  from  under  /he  ceiling  so  that 
it  can  plan  its  financing  and  refinancing 
with  greater  flexibility'  The  presence  of  the 
ceiling  tends  to  pyft  upward  pressure  on 
short-term  offering's,  and  its  removal  might 
lower  interest  imes  on  such  obligations. 

In  the  second  place,  there  is  need  to 
scotch  the  argument  that  the  Treasury  can 
(and  just  aswell  might)  limp  along  with 
short- ternVrefinancing  of  outstanding  short¬ 
term  delgf,  on  which  the  ceiling  does  not 
apply.  /The  average  maturity  of  the  Federal 
debt  Tias  shortened  materially  in  recent 
yearg;  contributing  to  the  rising  interest 
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^burden  In  the  budget.  If  this  trend  is  to 
be  effectively  combatted,  the  Treasury  must 
be  free  to  float  bonds  in  place  of  short-term 
paper  whenever  an  opening  in  the  market 
presents  itself.  The  fact  that  the  opening 
sis  not  now  readily  apparent  does  not  mean 
.that  when  the  present  groundswell  of  re¬ 
covery  investment  levels  off  such  opportun¬ 
ities  will  not  be  there.  As  we  have  said 
before,  removal  of  the  interest  ceiling  would 
’be  no  cure  all  for  the  Treasury’s  difficulties — 
but  it  is  an  essential  ingredient. 

[From  the  New  York  Times,  June  19,  1959] 
The  Search  for  a  Third  Horn  of  a  Dilemma 
mf  (By  Arthur  Krock) 

Washington,  June  18. — The  effort,  in¬ 
stituted  and  largely  manned  by  Senate  Dem¬ 
ocrats,  to  dodge  the  hard  choice  presented 
by  the  administration’s  request  for  author¬ 
ity  to  raise  interest  rates  on  Government 
borrowings,  is  a  current  instance  of  the  will¬ 
ingness  of  many  politicians  to  face  difficult 
.facts.  The  hard  choice  in  this  dilemma  is 
?etween  inflation  and  acceptance  of  the  in¬ 
exorable  economic  law  that  the  price  of 
mopey  rises  in  boom  times. 

In,  trying  to  find  a  third  horn  to  hang 
fiscalNpolicy  on,  the  arguments  obscure  the 
fact  that,  in  common  with  all  dilemmas, 
this  situation  has  only  two.  But  that  has 
not  ended,  a  Democratic  attempt  to  pass  an, 
economic  fliiracle  by  finding  another  horn. 
And  the  following  are  examples  of  the  ih- 
cantations  by  which  the  magical  event  is 
being  summoned  to  appear : 

(A)  The  United  States  is  experiencing 
only  an  “administered  price,”  not  ft  “mone¬ 
tary,”  inflation.  Therefore,  if  the  Federal 
Reserve  Board  will  support  the  Government 
bond  market,  and  thus  remove' the  need  for 
a  rise  in  interest  rates,  the  amount  of  money 
it  will  have  to  print  to\do/this  will  not  be 
inflationary  in  the  fundamentally  perilous 
category. 

(B)  But,  even  if  the  effedNof  this  printing 

of  additional  money  ,, by  the 'Fed  will  move 
the  economy  in  the  direction  .of  monetary 
inflation,  the  effect  will  not  appear  for  sev¬ 
eral  years.  .  “  ' 

A  LAISSEZ-FAIRE  COMBINATION 

(That  is  »  combination  of  the  \aissez- 
faire  philosophies  of  Louis  XV  and\  Mrs. 
Squeers,  the  headmistress  of  Dotheboys 
Hall  in/“Nicholas  Nickleby.”  Louis’  Whs 
“After  ibe  the  deluge.”  Mrs.  Squeers,  relatt 
Dickens,  “frequently  remarked  that,  if  she 
had/made  some  *  »  *  mistake,  it  would  all 
be/the  same  100  years  from  now,  with  which 
xiom  of  philosophy  she  was  in  the  constant 
labit  of  reminding  the  boys  *  *  *  when 
they  labored  under  some  more  than  ordi¬ 
nary  ill  usage.”) 

In  contrast  to  these  arguments,  based  on 
hope  doomed  in  advance  by  fiscal  history 
or  on  the  practice  of  postponing  hard  deci¬ 
sions  regardless  of  later  consequences,  are 
statements  which  have  been  publicly  made 
by  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  Anderson.  One 
was  to  a  House  committee,  friendly  because 
Chairman  Mills  and  most  of  his  fellow- 
Democrats  in  that  group  are  facing  up  to 
the  choices  imposed  by  the  increased  inter¬ 
est  proposal. 

The  Senate  Democrats  who  would  deny 
this  administration  request  contend  that  re¬ 
peal  of  the  present  ceiling  will  effect  a  gen¬ 
eral  rise  in  interest  rates.  The  Secretary, 
in  challenging  this,  estimated  that  removal 
of  the  limitation  would  work  in  the  opposite 
direction  because: 

1.  The  Treasury  did  not  set  the  rates;  it 
sells  its  securities  at  the  lowest  possible 
rates  in  a  competitive  market  established  by 
the  demand  for  and  supply  of  funds.  These 
rates  reflect  the  actions  of  lenders  and  bor¬ 
rowers  of  every  character  throughout  the 
country. 


AN  INEVITABLE  CONSEQUENCE 

2.  Their  expectations  of  Inflation  tend  ter 
cause  higher,  not  lower,  interest  rat  el. 
These  expectations  would  be  the  inevitable 
consequence  of  the  heavy  Treasury  borrow¬ 
ings  in  short-term  securities  it  will  be  com¬ 
pelled  to  seek  by  the  continued  existence  of 
the  celling.  That  is  because  bond  buyers 
are  sure  to  try  to  compensate  for  the  prospec¬ 
tive  lower  value  of  the  dollar  by  requiring 
higher  rates  of  return. 

3.  The  Treasury  could  live  with  the  4(4 
percent  interest  rate  ceiling  on  bonds  by 
selling  them  at  a  discount.ahereby  giving  the 
buyer  a  higher  yield.  But  It  prefers  the  di¬ 
rect  approach  instead  of  this  circumvention, 
■which,  after  all,  could  postpone  only  briefly 
the  day  of  reckoning. 

4.  Holding  interest  rates  to  artificially  low 
levels  cannot  succeed  unless  demand  and 
supply  forces  are  adjusted  to  these  levels. 
This  would  require  "direct  Government  in¬ 
tervention  in  credit  markets  and  a  conse¬ 
quent  abridgment  of  economic  freedom.” 
And  “high  interest  rates  are  not  an  end  in 
themselves  *  *  *  they  are  the  usual  accom¬ 
paniment  of  the  active  credit  demands  that 
characterize  expansion  in  production,  em¬ 
ployment  and  income.” 

This  factual  description  of  the  unavoid¬ 
able  alternatives — a  lift  in  the  interest-rate 
ceiling,  or  monetary  expansion  that  will 
stimulate  the  pressures  of  inflation — now 
seems  to  be  gaining  acceptance  in  Congress. 

[From  the  Hartford  Courant,  June  16,  1959] 
The  Immorality  of  Inflation 

It  is  one  of  the  paradoxes  of  today’s  com¬ 
plex  world  that  inflation  is  arousing  a  cre¬ 
scendo  of  national  concern  just  as  the  cost- 
of-living  index  is  registering  a  rare  degree 
of  stability.  The  paradox,  however,  is  more 
apparent  than  real.  For  that  index  contains 
built-in  defects  that  even  the  Bureau  of 
Labor  Statistics,  inventor  of  the  index,  rec¬ 
ognizes  and  is  trying  to  eliminate.  Secondly, 
the  major  threats  of  inflation  at  the  moment 
are  more  potential  than  actual.  Over  the 
coming  months  and  years — as,  indeed,  ever 
since  World  War  II — inflation  looms  as  the 
greatest  single  danger  to  the  Nation’s  eco¬ 
nomic  security,  and  to  the  welfare  of  its 
citizens. 

Hence  today’s  running  debate  about  budg¬ 
ets  and  taxes,  interest  rates,  and  the  dollar. 
In  this  process  much  financial,  economic, 
and  statistical  doubletalk  is  being  unloosed. 
^Many  a  layman,  owning  no  Phi  Beta  Kappa 
tey  in  economics,  feels  incompetent  to  pass 
judgment  on  such  technical  matters,  par¬ 
ticularly  when  supposed  experts  disagree 
violently.  Yet  in  truth  inflation  is  an  issue 
on  which  any  citizen  has  the  right  to  speak® 
his  mind,  and  be  heard.  For  all  its  economic 
complications,  this  is  basically  a  moral 
problem.  \  And  the  people  of  the  United 
States  ought  to  demand  that  it  be  met,  and 
conquered,  oh  that  basis. 

Fortunately).,  the  immorality  of  letting 
prices  and  living  costs  spiral  ever  upward, 
to  the  detrimenlNof  the  thrifty  and  the  self- 
reliant,  is  beginning  to  attract  increasing 
attention.  President  Eisenhower,  to  his 
credit,  is  hammering  the  lesson  home  at 
every  opportunity.  Speaking  recently  to  a 
session  of  the  Americai\Medical  Association, 
he  drew  a  parallel  between  an  individual’s 
physical  health  and  the  Station's  economic 
well-being,  between  a  balanced  diet  and  a 
balanced  budget.  More  pointedly,  he  told  a 
conference  of  business  editor  in  simple, 
down-to-earth  language  how  Deflation  had 
eroded  the  value  of  an  insurance  policy  he 
had  taken  out,  as  a  young  Army  lieutenant, 
in  1916.  The  threat,  he  stressed,  lk  Just  as 
real  in  1959: 

“Today  think  of  the  man  at  the  laths.  the 
drill  press,  who  is  earning  money  which  he  is 
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putting  away  In  his  pension  with  his  com¬ 
pany  or  into  an  insurance  policy.  If  we  can¬ 
not  today  assure  him  that  40  years  from  now 
he  is  goipg  to  be  able  to  have  a  living  left, 
then  I  say, sooner  or  later,  he  will  quit  buying 
insurance  policies,  he  will  not  have  any  con¬ 
fidence  in  a  Government  bond,  and  he  will 
not  think  much  of  his  pension.” 

In  its  June  economic  review,  the  Federal 
Reserve  Bank  of  New  York  took  equally  em¬ 
phatic  issue  with\  the  delusion  of  cheap 
money.  Challenging  those  who  would  let 
prices  inch  up  by  2  j^rcent  or  3  percent  a 
year,  the  bank  thundered  that  “this  is  by  no 
means  a  relatively  costless  or  harmless  way 
of  relieving  tensions.”  Instead,  it  noted, 
the  consequences  would  include  much  higher 
interest  rates,  distortion,  and  eventual  im¬ 
pairment  of  saving  and  investment,  wider 
cyclical  fluctuation,  and  a  Stunting  of 
growth.  The  final  outcome,  said,  the  New 
York  Fed,  would  be  economic  stagnation  and 
deterioration  of  the  Nation’s  moral  charac¬ 
ter.  \ 

It  is  just  such  terms  that  the  challenge 
should  be  measured.  Inflation,  after  all\is 
largely  the  work  of  selfish  pressure  groups, 
who  rate  their  own  immediate  gain  above\ 
the  public  interest.  And  if  everyone  is  in 
some  degree  the  victim,  those  who  are  hurt 
worst  are  the  old  and  the  ill,  who  must 
somehow  get  by  on  a  fixed  number  of  dol¬ 
lars  every  year.  These  forgotten  people — 
self-reliant,  frugal  men  and  women — repre¬ 
sent  far  better  than  do  the  inflationists  the 
true  spirit  of  America.  To  keep  faith  with 
them,  and  with  those  who  will  be  in  com¬ 
parable  straits  tomorrow,  every  American 
should  enlist  in  the  fight  against  that  great 
corrupter,  inflation. 

[From  the  Hartford  Courant,  June  17,  1959] 

Has  the  National  Debt  Ceiling  Failed? 

The  ceiling  on  the  national  debt  has  caused 
the  Treasury  to  run  into  trouble  when  seek¬ 
ing  money  to  operate  the  Government.  One 
way  to  deal  with  the  problem  is  to  raise  the 
debt  limit.  In  the  past  18  years  the  limit 
has  exploded  upward  from  $65  billion  to  $228 
billion.  The  present  temporary  limit  will 
go  back  to  $283  billion  on  June  30,  when  the 
actual  level  of  debt  is  expected  to  be  $285 
billion.  Action  by  Congress  is  needed  to  put 
through  administration  requests  for  an  in¬ 
crease.  The  rigidity  of  the  debt  ceiling  has 
forced  the  Government  to  use  subterfuges 
to  avoid  it,  under  pressure  of  its  need  for 
money  to  finance  programs  authorized  by 
Congress.  One  example  is  having  Federal 
agencies  sell  securities  direct  to  financial  in-/ 
stitutions,  instead  of  borrowing  from  tt 
Treasury.  Other  examples  are  given  in  Uie 
report  of  a  study  of  the  debt  limit  by  /the 
Brookings  Institution. 

The  legal  limit  on  borrowing  is  accepted 
as  part  of  our  Government  because  ll/implies 
that  restraint  is  being  exercised  on/pending. 
But  its  history  goes  back  only  to /917,  when 
the  Second  Liberty  Loan  Act  ywas  passed. 


be  forced  to  be  more  careful.  That  is  the 
theory.  Whether  it  would  work  out  that  way 
if  the  ceiling  were  abolished  is  questionable. 

Supporters  of  the  ceiling  hold  that  it  does 
control  spending,  and  prevents  growth  of  the 
debt.  They  consider  the  debt  too  high,  a 
source  of  inflation  and  a  threat  to  national 
solvency.  But  the  Brookings  study  rates  the 
debt  limit  as  a  failure,  since  it  has  not  in 
fact  done  what  it  was  designed  for.  Between 
now  and  June  30,  when  the  present  limit, 
expires,  would  be  a  good  time  to  ask  our¬ 
selves  whether  there  is  a  better  way  to  keep 
the  national  debt  under  control. 


Marshall  A.  Robinson,  who  wrote  the  Brook¬ 
ings  study  report,  says  that  it  has  failed  as 
a  device  for  controlling  Government  spend¬ 
ing.  It  has  been  unable  to  prevent  deficits 
and  the  long-run  growth  of  debt,  has  ham¬ 
pered  proper  debt-  management,  and  in¬ 
creased  the  cost  of  financing  the  Government. 

In  place  of  it  he  proposes  that,  as  debt 
increases,  the  ceiling  be  raised.  Such  a  flexi¬ 
ble  ceiling  always  leaves  room  for  the  Treas¬ 
ury  to  borrow.  If  this  sounds  like  no  ceiling 
at  all,  it  is  because  Mr.  Robinson  would  have 
Ceongress  take  full  responsibility  for  having 
a  complete  picture  of  the  fiscal  situation  in 
mind  before  authorizing  funds.  At  present 
Congress  seems  to  spend  at  random,  trusting 
to  the  celling  to  protect  it,  and  is  sometimes 
surprised  at  the  magnitude  of  the  total  it 
has  jroted.  With  a  flexible  system,  it  would 


MOTOR  FUEL  TAX  INCREASE 

NEEDED  TO  PREVENT  INCREASED 

COSTS,  DELAY  ON  INTERSTATE 

SYSTEM 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  Mr.  President,  I 
frequently  disagree  with  President  Eisen¬ 
hower  on  specific  issues.  Only  last 
Thursday  night  I  voted  in  opposition  to 
his  selection  as  Secretary  of  Commerce. 

But,  Mr.  President,  I  think  that  Pre/- 
Mdent  Eisenhower  is  eminently  correct/in 
tee  recommendation  which  he  sent  to 
Congress  yesterday  urging  us  to  increase 
temporarily  the  Federal  motor  fuels  tax 
from ''3  to  4*4  cents  per  gallop.  As  a 
member,  of  the  Roads  and  /Highways 
Subcommittee  of  the  Senate  Public 
Works  Committee,  I  interna  to  support 
the  President’s  advocacy  a/ effectively  as 
lean. 

Our  41,000-hiile  Interstate  Highway 
program  cannot\be  abandoned.  It  has 
gone  too  far  for  that/  The  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  is  puttins/up  to  90  percent  of 
the  total  cost  of  /his  $39.5  billion  pro¬ 
gram.  We  have  several  choices  as  to 
financing  the  program,  \rhey  are  these: 

First.  We  can  keep  theNhighway  trust 
fund  solvent  by  increasing\the  Federal 
motor  fuel/tax  as  recommended. 

Second/  We  can  resort  to  deficit  fi¬ 
nancing?;  which  will  require  huge  ex¬ 
penditures  in  interest  rates  ju5s.t  for 
carrying  charges  on  this  debt  alom 

ird.  We  can  curtail  the  construction 
o/these  neded  roads. 

Given  such  alternatives,  I  choose  the' 
first  alternative  without  hesitation. 

Mr.  President,  last  week  Oregon’s  high¬ 
way  engineer,  W.  C.  Williams,  reported 
that  my  State’s  funds  for  Interstate 
Highway  System  projects  will  be  ex¬ 
hausted  by  September  or  October.  This 
means  that  bid  openings  may  be  post¬ 
poned  and  the  rate  of  letting  contracts 
decreased.  A  similar  situation  exists  in 
many  other  States.  Failure  of  Congress 
to  act  will  mean  a  compounding  of  costs 
and  delay. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  there  appear  in  the  Record  at 
this  point  a  story  from  the  New  York 
Times  of  June  21,  1959,  headlined  “White 
House  Bids  Congress  Speed  Rise  in  Gas 
Tax,”  together  with  an  Associated  Press 
dispatch  which  appeared  in  the  Pendle¬ 
ton  East  Oregonian  of  June  16,  1959,  and 
describes  Oregon’s  stake  in  maintenance 
of  the  Interstate  Highway  System  pro¬ 
gram  on  schedule. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  news 
articles  were  ordered  to  be  printed  in 
the  Record,  as  follows: 


[From  the  New  York  Times,  Jurfe  21,  1959] 
White  House  Bids  Congress  Speed  Rise  in 
Gas  Tax — Warns  That  U.Sl  Road  Funds 
Cannot  Be  Allocated  to  /tates  Without 
Action 

(By  Richard  EVMooney) 
Washington,  June  2fi— The  White  House 
applied  new  pressure yon  Congress  today  for 
action  of  the  President’s  request  for  a 
gasoline-tax  increase. 

James  C.  Hagecty,  Presidential  press  sec¬ 
retary,  announced  that  “as  matters  now 
stand”  there  Would  be  no  apportionment 
of  Federal  hi/iway  construction  aid  to  the 
States  at  the  normal  time  this  eummer. 

In  a  fey  days,  he  said.  President  Eisen¬ 
hower  wi/  receive  and  make  public  a  report 
on  wha/  this  will  mean  to  each  of  the  49 
States^ 

Asked  whether  the  President  would  sub¬ 
mit/the  State-by-State  report  to  Congress 
as/a  special  message,  Mr.  Hagerty  smiled  and 
s/id: 

‘I  would  think  every  State  and  motorist 
in  the  country  would  send  a  special  message 
to  Congress.” 

WOULD  HAMPER  PLANNING 

Failure  of  the  Federal  Government  to  ap¬ 
portion  highway  aid  at  the  normal  time — 
July — would  not  mean  the  halting  of  con¬ 
struction,  but  it  would  cut  into  advance 
planning  work. 

The  procedure  has  been  for  the  Federal 
Government  to  apportion  aid  each  July  for 
the  fiscal  year  starting  a  year  later.  When 
the  aid  is  apportioned,  a  State  may  proceed 
to  place  contracts.  The  actual  money  is  dis¬ 
tributed  later,  when  bills  are  presented. 

The  total  apportionment  this  July  would 
be  $2,500  million.  However,  there  is  a  pro¬ 
vision  in  the  Federal  Highway  Act  that  bars 
apportionment  unless  there  will  be  enough 
money  to  pay  the  bills  at  the  time  they 
fall  due. 

PRESIDENT  SEEKS  RISE 

The  money  comes  from  a  special  trust 
fund,  which  is  funded  from  tax  collections 
on  gasoline,  diesel  fuel,  tires  and  inner  tubes, 
and  trucks  and  buses.  The  fund  was  set  up 
to  finance  the  41,000-mile  Interstate  High¬ 
way  System,  for  which  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  pays  90  percent  of  cost,  and  the  regular 
Federal-aid  highway  program,  for  which  the 
Federal  share  is  50  percent. 

The  fund  is  running  down  now,  and  will 
touch  bottom  some  time  in  the  year  follow¬ 
ing  July  I,  1960,  unless  something  is  done 
.about  it. 

President  Eisenhower’s  proposal  to  raise 
tftegasoline  tax  from  3  cents  to  4  %  cents  a 
gallon  for  5  years  has  had  a  cold  reception 
on  Capitol  Hill. 

Administration  officials  have  conceded  that 
they  ddynot  expect  Congress  to  pass  that 
proposal,  >but  they  have  not  come  up  with 
any  alternatives. 

In  a  special  message  on  May  13,  the  Presi¬ 
dent  urged  fast  action  on  the  tax  increase. 
He  knocked  dowhmost  of  the  alternate  plans 
that  had  been  aired — borrowing  with  a  spe¬ 
cial  bond  issue,  removing  the  requirement 
that  the  trust  fund  stay  on  a  pay-as-you-go 
basis,  or  using  other  tdi  collections  to  finance 
the  program. 

Eight  days  later,  the  &ouse  Public  Works 
Committee  approved  a  \fill  that  would 
suspend  for  2  years  the  prohibition  on  ap¬ 
portionment  when  the  trust  ftrnd’s  resources 
were  inadequate.  It  asked  the  Ways  and 
Means  Committee  to  decide  Whether  the 
fund  should  be  augmented  during  this  period 
by  earmarking  other  tax  receipts, \uch  as 
the  excise  tax  on  autos,  or  simply  froin  gen¬ 
eral  tax  receipts. 

Mr.  Hagerty  said  that  the  President  \as 
"deeply  disturbed  about  the  lack  of  actiC 
on  this  important  program.” 
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was  impracticable  in  view  of  the  opposi-  • 
tion  of  Jthe  U.S.  Chamber  of  Commerce 
and  the\administration,  and  so  advised 
the  civic  apd  business  groups  in  Chicago 
which  were-pushing  for  such  a  program. 

But  I  did  "believe  in  an  adequate  pro¬ 
gram  spread  "but  over  such  a  period  of 
years,  that  lorig-range  plans  could  be 
formulated  and  carried  out.  I,  there¬ 
fore,  felt  that  theMnll  which  passed  the 
Senate  for  a  6-yearvprogram  at  the  rate 
of  $350  to  $500  million  a  year  was  con¬ 
structive,  and  I  had  thought  that  a  final 
agreement  could  be  reached  with  the 
House  on  a  program  intermediate  be¬ 
tween  this  amount  and  the.  3 -year  pro¬ 
gram  at  $500  million  a  year^nacted  by 
the  House. 

I  was,  therefore,  both  surprised  and 
dejected  when,  by  a  5  to  4  vote  of  vote  of 
three  Republicans  plus  two  Democrats, 
the  program  was  cut  down  to  a  lc 
total  figure  than  that  enacted  by  either 
House,  namely,  $500  million  for  the  firs 
of  2  years  and  $400  million  for  the  sec-' 
ond.  This  may  be  within  the  letter  of 
the  law  so  far  as  the  powers  of  the  con¬ 
ference  committee  are  concerned,  but  I 
agree  that  it  is  contrary  to  its  spirit. 
Along  with  three  other  members,  I  voted 
against  this  proviso  and  felt  that  I  could 
not  conscientiously  sign  the  report. 

The  superhighways  which  are  being 
constructed  all  over  the  country  will 
displace  tens  of  thousands  of  families 
each  year.  Urban  renewal  and  slum 
clearance  by  their  very  definition  will 
displace  still  more.  A  very  large  pro¬ 
portion  of  those  who  are  thus  displaced 
will,  because  of  their  low  incomes  or 
race,  be  unable  to  obtain  even  minimum 
accommodations.  Public  housing  is 
needed  to  help  take  care  of  this  group. 
The  program  passed  by  the  Senate  of 
somewhere  between  35,000  and  50,000 
units  was,  in  itself,  inadequate.  The 
House  bill  provided  a  4-year  program  of 
35,000  units  a  year  up  to  the  remaining 
140,000  or  170,000  of  the  unutilized  num¬ 
ber  authorized  in  1949.  This  was  mod¬ 
est  enough. 

I  had  hoped,  although  I  felt  bound  to 
make  a  decent  struggle  for  the  Senate 
provision,  that  we  might  get  a  more  lib¬ 
eral  provision  on  public  housing  than  the 
Senate  provision,  since  with  regard' to 
urban  renewal  we  obtained  some^ning 
which  was  less  liberal  than  either/of  the 
two  measures,  but  this  did  not /happen. 
What  was  authorized  instead  Was  a  pro¬ 
vision  for  35,000  plus  10,000  units  for  the 
first  year,  and  then  for  the/President  to 
be  given  discretion  as  to  xthether  35,000 
units  would  be  built  in  subsequent  years. 
We  know  prefectly  we]*,  from  the  policy 
of  the  Eisenhower  sraministration,  the 
President  will  not  authorize  35,000  units 
after  July  1,  196C 

I  felt  very  disappointed  with  the  meas¬ 
ure  and,  as  I/have  said,  I  felt  that  I 
could  not  conscientiously  put  my  name 
to  the  conference  report. 

I  thinlg I  understand  the  motives  of 
those  ori  our  side  of  the  aisle  who  agreed 
to  the/ conference  report,  and  I  wish  to 
do  tjfem  full  justice.  They  will  say,  “If 
we/put  in  anything  more  than  this  we 
re  certain  that  the  bill  will  be  vetoed. 
Je  therefore  took  all  we  could  get.” 
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I  personally  think  this  is  a  mistake.  I 
feel  there  should  be  some  separation  of 
functions  as  between  the  executive  and 
legislative  branches  of  the  Government. 
I  think  it  is  our  duty  to  legislate  as  we 
think  best  for  the  good  of  the  country. 
Then,  if  the  President  disagrees  with  our 
action,  he  can  follow  his  conscience  and 
veto  the  measure.  Then  we  can  try  to 
pass  the  bill  over  the  Presidential  veto. 
If  we  are  successful,  the  bill  will  become 
law.  If  we  fail  then  we  can  try  an¬ 
other  course  and  reach  a  compromise 
later.  But  I  do  not  believe  we  should 
reach  the  compromise  the  first  shot  out 
of  the  box.  I  think  what4this  does  is  to 
make  the  President  a  part  of  the  legisla¬ 
tive  process;  and  this,  I  believe,  is  im¬ 
proper. 

Furthermore,  this  fails  to  present  the 
public  with  a  clear  set  of  alternatives. 
The  public  does  not  quite  know  what  are 
the  issues.  We  have  a  homogenized  sys¬ 
tem  of  policies  in  which  there  is  little, 
if  any,  differentiation  between  the  poli¬ 
ces  of  the  parties. 

.ast  week,  in  another  field,  we  had  an 
example  of  the  need  for  each  branch  t 
use  'i,ts  independence  to  the  degree  that 
it  is  ^swayed  by  its  conscience,  in  con¬ 
nection,  with  important  appointments 
by  the  Executive.  The  President  felt 
he  should  .appoint  Mr.  Strauss/as  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Commerce.  There  ^ere  some 
who  said,  “We  should  accent  the  dicta¬ 
tion  of  the  President  and  Acquiesce.”  I 
think  this  coursk  would  have  been  a  mis¬ 
take.  We  had  "to  use/  our  judgment, 
based  on  our  consciences.  The  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  SenateVkd  use  their  con¬ 
sciences,  and  by  ,a  majority  vote  the 
nomination  of  1Ay.  Strauss  was  rejected. 
This  was  proper  actions,  on  our  part. 
The  President?*  acted  according  to  his 
lights,  and  ,we  acted  according  to  our 
lights,  and/the  issue  was  sectted  under 
the  provisions  of  the  Constitution 

In  a  similar  fashion,  we  shoifid  work 
on  legislation  and  let  the  compromise 
como'at  the  end  of  the  road  rather\han 
at  the  beginning  of  the  road.  I  mention 
this  primarily  for  the  sake  of  the  coun^ 
fry  and  only  incidentally  for  the  sak 
of  my  party. 

Mr.  President,  I  agree  with  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Pennsylvania  that  if  this  pol¬ 
icy  is  to  be  carried  out  with  regard  to 
all  the  various  bills  which  come  before 
us  we  will  not  have  much  of  a  record  of 
achievement  and  it  will  be  very  difiicult, 
if  not  impossible,  to  differentiate  be¬ 
tween  the  parties. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
there  may  be  a  quorum  call,  at  the  con¬ 
clusion  of  which  there  be  30  minutes 
remaining  on  the  conference  report,  to 
be  equally  divided  between  the  majority 
leader  and  the  minority  leader. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and 
it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  give  notice  that  at  the  conclusion 
of  consideration  of  the  conference  report 
on  the  housing  bill,  we  expect  to  have  a 
yea-and-nay  vote,  and  then  take  up  the 
message  from  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  on  the  wheat  bill. 

Mr.  President - 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Texas. 


STRENGTHENING  OF  WHEAT  MAR¬ 
KETING  QUOTA  AND  PRICE  SUP¬ 
PORT  PROGRAM— LIMITATION  OF 
DEBATE  ON  MESSAGE  FROM  THE 
HOUSE 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that,  in 
connection  with  the  consideration  of  the- 
message  from  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  on  the  bill  (S.  1968)  to  strengthen 
the  wheat  marketing  quota  and  price 
support  program,  debate  be  limited  to 
1  hour,  to  be  equally  divided  between 
the  majority  leader  and  the  minority 
leader.  I  have  talked  with  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  committee,  and  the  rank¬ 
ing  minority  member,  and  that  arrange¬ 
ment  is  agreeable  to  them. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  Texas?  The  Chair  hears  none, 
and  it  is  so  ordered. 


HOUSING  ACT  OF  1959- 
CONFERENCE  REPORT 

The  Senate  resumed  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  report  of  the  committee  of 
conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of 
the  two  Houses  on  the  amendment  of 
the  House  to  the  bill  (S.  57)  to  extend 
and  amend  laws  relating  to  the  provi¬ 
sion  and  improvement  of  housing  and 
the  renewal  of  urban  communities,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ab¬ 
sence  of  a  quorum  has  been  suggested. 
The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  President, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mi’.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  yield  10 
minutes  to  the  Senator  from  Indiana 
[Mr.  Capehart], 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  President,  I 
lave  no  quarrel  with  the  way  any  Sen¬ 
ator  votes  on  this  issue.  I  shall  take 
about  10  minutes,  and  I  hope  that  in 
the  II)  minutes  I  can  be  as  factual  and 
fair  ak  possible.  I  shall  try  to  explain 
the  situation  in  respect  to  the  confer¬ 
ence  report  on  the  housing  bill. 

The  question  now  before  the  Senate  is 
not  on  the  passage  of  a  bill.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  conference 
report. 

First,  there  w&6  absolutely  no  politics 
played  in  the  Senate  Banking  and  Cur¬ 
rency  Committee  ih  the  consideration 
of  this  proposed  legislation.  There  was 
no  politics  played  among  the  conferees. 
I  did  not  discuss  the  subject  in  advance 
with  the  able  Senator  from  Alabama 
[Mr.  Sparkman],  nor  witnSanyone  else. 

The  conference  which  wK  held  was 
one  of  the  most  cooperative  r-have  at¬ 
tended  in  the  15  years  I  have^been  a 
Member  of  the  Senate.  I  have  sielped 
to  handle  15  housing  bills.  I  havebbeen 
in  at  least  12  conferences  in  respect  to 
housing. 


No.  103 


■11 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


June  22 


104^2 


There  was  no  politics  played,  regard¬ 
less  of  What  anyone  may  say  to  the  con¬ 
trary.  I  Received  no  instructions  from 
anyone,  and,  so  far  as  I  know,  no  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  committee  received  any  in¬ 
structions.  No  parties  were  involved. 
No  one  paid  any  attention  to  whether 
a  certain  Senator  came  from  a  State 
where  there  were  two  Senators  from  the 
same  party  or  from  a  so-called  one- 
party  State.  That  was  furthest  from 
our  thoughts. 

I  first  became  a  member  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  Committee  on  Banking  and  Cur¬ 
rency  when  the  late  Senator from  Ohio, 
Mr.  Taft,  was  a  member.  followed 
Mr.  Taft  back  in  1949,  in  respect  to  pub¬ 
lic  housing.  He  was  a  great  advocate  of 
public  housing,  as  were  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender]  ,  and  the 
late  Senator  Wagner  from  New  York. 
The  public  housing  legislation  was 
called  the  Ellender-Taft-Wagner.  bill. 
That  bill  called  for  810,000  units.  Today 
we  are  arguing  about  35,000. 

I  never  was  particuarly  in  favor  of 
public  housing.  It  is  not  especially 
needed  in  my  State.  I  am  not  for  it 
today,  but  we  established  a  principle 
10  years  ago,  when  the  Senate  passed  a 
bill  calling  for  810,000  units.  Its  author 
and  principal  advocate  was  Senator 
Taft. 

The  first  year  President  Eisenhower 
was  in  office  he  appointed  a  committee 
of  outstanding  men  who  'studied  urban 
renewal  for  a  year.  They  came  forward 
with  a  great  report.  President  Eisen¬ 
hower  and  the  Republican  Party  advo¬ 
cated  urban  renewal  in  a  big  way. 

So  we  have  a  situation  in  which  Presi¬ 
dent  Eisenhower  is  really  the  author  of 
urban  renewal.  Senator  Taft  and  other 
able  Senators  were  the  authors  of  public 
housing  legislation.  So  we  have  public 
housing  and  urban  renewal. 

I  have  no  quarrel  with  the  way  any 
Senator  votes.  The  entire  housing  bill 
seems  to  be  based  upon  emotions  rather 
than  facts.  I  have  heard  all  kinds  of 
figures  as  to  what  the  cost  of  public 
housing  would  be.  Under  the  1949  law 
the  President  may  spend  in  one  year  no 
more  than  $336  million,  regardless  of/ 
how  many  public  housing  units  Congress 
may  authorize.  Not  more  than  $#36 
million  can  be  spent  in  any  one  year. 
The  conferees  agreed  on  35,000  units  for 
next  year,  and  the  carryover  is  lpfoOO. 

Then  we  say  to  the  President;  “If  you 
think,  in  the  best  interest  of/ne  United 
States,  you  want  to  build  to  35,000 
units  a  year,  you  may  d/>  so.”  There 
again  he  cannot  go  ov&t  $336  million. 
That  is  public  housing, /Person ally  I  am 
not  for  it.  I  do  not  believe  we  have  the 
right  answers  to  it. /On  the  other  hand, 
I  will  not  quarrel/with  the  large  cities, 
like  New  York  and  Detroit  and  Cleve¬ 
land  and  Chicago,  because  they  do  have 
a  serious  problem.  We  do  not  have  any¬ 
thing  like  it/n  Indiana. 

I  have  talked  about  urban  renewal. 

Rr  Eisenhower  advocated  it.  The 
involves  a  number  of  things, 
sident  asked  for  $1,550  million, 
iced  the  bill.  I  was  the  author 
rill.  The  conferees  gave  him 
lion.  He  asked  for  $1,550  mil- 
e  have  said,  however,  that  he 


can  spend  $900  million  in  2  years.  He 
asked  for  a  billion  and  a  half  dollars  to 
be  spent  over  a  period  of  6  years.  The 
whole  matter  is  academic.  This  is  only 
an  authorization.  It  might  not  be  nec¬ 
essary  to  spend  any  of  the  money.  The 
President  might  not  spend  a  nickel  of  it, 
unless  the  urban  renewal  projects  jus¬ 
tify  it,  and  the  money  cannot  be  spent 
unless  the  projects  have  been  processed 
and  filed.  No  man  can  sit  down  and 
estimate  how  much  the  bill  will  cost  the 
Treasury  or  the  Government  in  the  next 
year,  because  no  one  knows  how  many 
public  houses  will  be  built. 

The  conference  committee  gave  $900 
million  to  the  President  to  spend  on 
urban  renewal  during  the  next  2  years. 
He  asked  for  $1,550  million  over  a  period 
of  6  years. 

I  have  spoken  about  urban  renewal 
and  about  public  housing. 

There  are  other  features  of  the  bill. 

I  for  one  believe  that  in  the  housing  bill 
we  ought  to  stick  100  percent  to  housing. 
VKe  did  not  do  that.  We  got  away  from 
it  many  years  ago.  I  do  not  quarre/ 
witnxit.  Neither  can  any  other  Senat/r 
quarrel  with  it,  because  we  are  all  Part 
and  parcel  of  it.  We  have  include/ col¬ 
lege  housing  and  classrooms  in  tjne  bill. 
We  have  included  housing  foi/ elderly 
people.  I  dp  not  see  how  anyone  can 
quarrel  with  furnishing  som/houses  for 
our  elderly  people.  That/amounts  to 
only  $50  million.'.  / 

We  have  had  Qolleg/  housing  for  a 
number  of  years,  arid  we  have  cut  it  down 
from  $300  million  to/(200  million.  That 
is  all  we  could  cut  /  because  under  the 
rules  of  the  conference  committee  we 
could  not  cut  it  any  more.  . 

We  have  al sc/included  some  money  for 
classrooms.  /  know  that  \there  is  a 
shortage  of/classrooms  in  orir  colleges. 

1  do  not  know  whether  what  i/proposed 

is  the  be/  way  to  go  about  improving  the 
situation,  but,  at  least,  this  is  orip  way 
of  dm/g  it.  If  anyone  knows  of  a  better 
way/ let  him  offer  an  amendment  .or 
introduce  a  bill.  \ 

/now  we  come  to  FNMA  special  assist¬ 
ance  of  $37*4  million.  I  was  opposed 

to  that.  I  certainly  would  eliminate  it 
if  I  could,  but  I  am  only  1  of  98  Senators, 
and  I  am  willing  to  go  along  on  this 
matter. 

Let  me  give  the  Senate  some  more 
facts.  The  best  estimate — and  it  is  only 
an  estimate,  because  no  one  knows  how 
much  of  this  housing  is  going  to  be  built 
and  how  much  will  be  needed  to  be 
built — the  best  estimate,  notwithstand¬ 
ing  what  we  have  been  told,  outside  of 
public  housing,  which  was  limited  in 
1949  to  $336  million  a  year,  of  the  effect 
of  the  bill  we  are  considei'ing  on  the  1960 
budget  is  $28*72  million.  In  the  bill  I 
introduced,  the  amount  was  about  $5 
million.  Therefore  this  is  $23  million 
more  than  the  President  asked  for. 

The  authorization  is  about  $400  mil¬ 
lion  less.  However,  it  is  a  fact  that  the 
urban  renewal  authorization  is  only  for 

2  years,  not  6  years.  As  we  know.  Con¬ 
gress  will  be  here  2  and  3  and  4  and  5 
years  from  now.  The  whole  matter  gets 
down  to  six  of  one  and  a  half  dozen  of 
the  other.  No  one  can  sit  down  and  fig¬ 
ure  out  what  the  costs  are  going  to  be. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Hart  in  the  chair) .  The  time  of / the 
Senator  has  expired.  / 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Will  the  Senator 
yield  me  2  more  minutes?  / 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  yield  2/4dditional 
minutes  to  the  Senator  from/Indiana. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  I  wup  to  call  at¬ 
tention  to  three  other  expenditures  the 
Senate,  or  the  Congress/ is  making.  We 
are  about  to  appropriate  or  spend  $4  bil¬ 
lion  for  so-called  fo/ign  aid.  I  am  not 
opposed  to  it  in  principle,  but  I  think  the 
amount  is  perh/ps  a  little  too  high. 
Then  the  Senate  voted,  I  believe  unani¬ 
mously,  to  increase  our  contribution  to 
the  International  Bank  by  almost  $4  bil¬ 
lion.  Moreover,  we  voted  about  $4  bil¬ 
lion  to  support  farm  prices  under  a  farm 
progran*  which  we  know  will  not  work. 
It  doe/ not  help  the  farmers.  I  am  not 
opposed  to  any  of  these  programs  except 
th/farm  program.  That  ought  to  be 
sjropped.  We  ought  to  reduce  expendi¬ 
tures  by  every  nickel  we  can.  We  ought 
to  eliminate  every  expenditure  which  is 
not  necessary.  However,  we  must  still 
keep  the  country  going.  We  must  still 
appropriate  enough  money  for  housing 
and  other  things  to  keep  the  economy 
going.  We  could  not  drop  these  things. 
Therefore,  I  am  going  to  vote  for  the 
conference  report. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  in  the  Record  as  a 
part  of  my  remarks  a  statement  which  I 
have  prepared  on  this  whole  matter;  and 
a  speech  delivered  by  Dr.  Raymond  J. 
Saulnier,  Chairman  of  the  President’s 
Council  of  Economic  Advisers,  on  the 
25th  anniversary  of  FHA. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  and  speech  were  ordered  to  be 
printed  in  the  Record,  as  follows : 

Statement  by  Senator  Capehart 

I  rise  to  speak  in  behalf  of  the  conference 
report  on  the  housing  bill  which  I  feel  rep¬ 
resents  a  fair  and  equitable  compromise  of 
the  housing  bills  previously  passed  by  the 
Senate  and  House  of  Representatives. 

First,  let  me  say  this:  I  believe  it  is  the 
duty  of  every  Member  of  Congress  to  do  his 
utmost  to  pass  legislation  which  can  honestly 
be  considered  beneficial  to  the  country. 

'I  do  not  believe  any  other  consideration 
should  be  made  a  part  of  our  efforts. 

It 'is  natural,  that  certain  types  of  legisla¬ 
tion  will  contain  features  which  some  of  us 
do  not  favor. 

Certainly  the  housing  bill  is  of  that  type. 

There  are  provisions  in  the  conference 
bill  which  Edo  not  favor. 

But  there\are  other  provisions  which  I 
do  favor. 

As  sponsor  ol  the  so-called  administra¬ 
tion  housing  bill\it  was  my  duty  to  direct 
my  efforts  towar ck  meeting — as  nearly  as 
possible — the  desires*,  of  the  administration. 

As  leader  of  the  ininority  Senators  on 
the  conference  committee  it  was  again  my 
duty  to  try  for  the  fairest  compromise  pos¬ 
sible  between  the  bills  as  passed  by  the 
Senate  and  the  House.  \ 

I  confidently  believe  that  1  performed 
those  duties  to  the  best  of  A  ability  and 
for  that  reason  I  signed  the*,  conference 
report.  \ 

I  am  equally  confident  the  administration 
can  accept  the  conference  bill  if  rt  is  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  Senate  and  the  HouseS. 

Let  me  review  some  of  the  items  iiv  the 
conference  bill  which  have  been — and  iSam 
sure  will  continue  to  be — subject  to  mis¬ 
understanding  on  the  part  of  both  opponents 
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lngs.VThey  are,  or  should  be,  occasions  also 
for  looting  forward  and  for  counting  our  new 
opporti 

Can  th&re  be  any  question  but  that  the 
next  25  year's  will  be  Just  as  exciting  and 
fully  as  challenging  as  the  25  years  through 
which  FHA  h&g  just  passed?  They  will  be 
different,  certanaly,  and  we  hope  they  will 
be  better.  Barring  the  international  calam¬ 
ities  which  we  wilkstrive  by  every  means  to 
avoid,  we  know  that  in  these  coming  years 
our  home-financing  system  must  help  pro¬ 
vide  a  great  deal  morK  and  we  hope  even 
better,  housing  for  th\  American  people. 
Compared  to  the  50  million  increase  in  pop¬ 
ulation  of  the  last  25  years,  in  title  next 
quarter  century  our  population  may  increase 
by  something  between  65  an\  115  million. 
No  one  can  translate  this  expebjed  popula¬ 
tion  growth  into  housing  demand!  with  pre¬ 
cision.  But  the  number  of  households  may 
increase  half  again  as  much  as  in  tjie  last 
quarter  century.  Is  it  not  reasonable\to  ex¬ 
pect  housing  demand  to  rise  in  roughly  the 
same,  possibly  even  a  higher,  proportion! 

To  meet  this  challenge  will  be  no 
task.  But  the  accomplishments  of  the 
25  years,  performed  as  they  were  in  the  face  ’ 
of  great  difficulties,  are  so  impressive  as  to 
provide  reasonable  assurance  that  we  can  do 
at  least  as  well  in  the  future.  In  any  case, 
building  the  houses  will  be  the  least  difficult 
part  of  the  job.  The  real  challenge  of  the 
next  25  years  will  be  to  meet  our  housing  re¬ 
quirements  in  ways  that  leave  our  free  insti¬ 
tutions  not  just  intact  at  the  end  ot,  the 
period,  but  stronger  and  more  vigorous  even 
than  they  are  today. 

»  v 

Can  we  successfully  meet  this  challenge? 
I  believe  we  can,  and  much  of  my  confi¬ 
dence  is  based  on  the  fact  that  we  know 
very  well  the  conditions  necessary  for  suc¬ 
cess. 

First,  we  know  that  we  must  keep  our 
economy  on  a  reasonably  even  keel.  Like 
all  insurance  systems,  a  system  of  credit 
insurance  is  based  on  the  assumption  that 
the  conditions  affecting  the  risks  it  insures 
can  be  successfully  anticipated.  A  mort¬ 
gage  insurance  system  implies  a  prospect 
of  continuing  employment  opportunities, 
and  a  continuing  flow  of  income  to  indi¬ 
viduals  and  families  undertaking  the  pur¬ 
chase  of  homes  on  credit. 

It  is  a  measure  of  the  optimism  of  our 
country  that  the  concept  of  installment 
credit  has  been  applied  to  the  purchase  of 
homes  through  payments  spread  over  a 
period  of  20  to  30  years;  and  that  FHA,  as 
a  Federal  instrument  for  facilitating  such 
purchases,  was  launched  in  the  depth  of  the 
Nation's  gravest  economic  depression.  YeJ 
this  optimism  has  been  amply  justlfie 
Over  the  25  years  of  FHA’s  history  Aie 
American  economy  has  grown  at  a  vigorous 
rate.  We  have  had  ups  and  downs/ since 
1934,  to  be  sure,  but  economic  fluctuations 
have  been  kept  within  rather  narr/w  limits, 
and  FHA  has  weathered  them  /remarkably 
well.  We  cannot  expect  to  eliminate  eco¬ 
nomic  fluctuations  entirely  A n  a  free  so¬ 
ciety,  but  we  can  expect  to  narrow  their 
range  and  to  improve  our  performance  as 
we  go  along.  This  isr  the  constructive 
meaning  of  the  Empbjfyment  Act  of  1946, 
which  it  is  my  privilege  to  help  administer. 
Clearly,  the  degree  o/i  our  success  in  helping 
to  promote  orderfy  and  sustainable  eco¬ 
nomic  growth  wfll  have  a  decisive  bearing 
on  the  degree/ to  which,  in  the  next  25 
years,  we  re/iize  the  continuing  benefits 
we  can  properly  expect  from  the  FHA  idea. 

Seeondywhile  we  are  aware  of  the  benefits 
obtainable  through  the  use  of  credit,  includ¬ 
ing  the/use  of  credit  to  finance  homeowner- 
ship  rind  improvement,  we  also  know  that 
the/e  are  limits  to  its  safe  use.  Our  install- 
at  credit  systems,  whether  protected  by 
federal  insurance  or  not,  make  it  possible 
/for  individuals  to  achieve  significant  im¬ 


provements  in  welfare  by  purchasing  useful 
things  costing  several  times  their  incomes. 
Indeed,  historians  will  someday  look  upon 
our  aNtion  as  having  introduced  the  novel 
idea  that  an  economy  can  provide  its  own 
expanding  markets  by  dedicating  itself,  not 
just  to  the  interests  of  a  small  class,  but  to 
raising  the  levels  of  living  of  the  people  at 
large;  that  this  system  of  mass  distribution 
is  an  essential  complement  to  mass  produc¬ 
tion;  and  that  the  wise  use  of  credit  plays 
a  constructive  role  in  this  accomplishment. 

There  will  be  many  temptations  in  the 
future  to  push  toward  greater  liberality  of 
housing  credit  terms,  but  we  know  that  the 
success  of  FHA  in  the  next  25  years  will 
depend  in  no  small  part  on  its  continued 
adherence  to  sound  construction  standards, 
appraisal  procedures,  and  underwriting  prin¬ 
ciples, 

Finally,  we  know  that  if  FHA  is  to  serve 
us  as  well  in  the  future  as  in  the  past  we 
must  preserve  its  inherent  adaptability. 
Especially,  it  is  essential  that  its  programs 
continue  to  operate  on  realistic  interest  rate 
bases.  Only  under  these  conditions  will  an 
adequate  supply  of  funds  flow  directly  from 
private  institutions  into  private  use — in  part 
Sunder  the  protection  of  Federal  insurance, 
vq  be  sure,  but  without  making  a  detour 
through  the  Federal  Treasury.  A  large  meas- 
ure'pf  FHA’s  success  is  due  to  the  fact  that 
its  insurance  has  been  available  for  loans 
which\could  carry  realistic  interest  rates. 
Indeed  ,\f  this  had  not  been  the  case,  private1 
financing\under  FHA  insurance  would  losfg 
ago  have  'ceased  to  be  available,  and/we 
would  not  be  here  tonight. 
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Given  these  conditions — a  soundly  growing 
eoonomy,  the  prudent  use  of  credit,  and 
realistic  interest  rates — and  the  continued 
service  of  those  in  public  and  private  lifj 
who  strive  daily  to  make  the  FHA  idea  woi 
we  can  be  confident  of  successfully  meeting 
the  housing  challenges  of  the  next  25  years. 

As  we  look  toward  the  future,  let  me 
conclude  with  a  final  expression  of  apprecia¬ 
tion  for  the  record  of  the  past. /To  those 
who  helped  invent  the  FHA  iarea;  to  the 
Members  of  Congress  who  helped  write  it 
into  legislation;  to  the  national  leaders  who 
maintained  its  vigor  and  integrity  over  the 
years;  to  the  Commissioners  of  FHA,  past 
and  present,  for  their  constructive  steward¬ 
ship;  to  the  members/ of  FHA  across  the 
country  for  their  devoted  service;  and  to 
you,  Mr.  President/Tor  your  own  inspiring 
support  of  the  ETiA  idea,  we  here  tonight 
and  millions  of/our  fellow  citizens  join  in 
salute  and  in  tnanks  for  a  job  well  done. 

Thank  you/very  much. 

Mr.  CAP  EH  ART.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unaninj/us  consent  to  have  printed  in 
the  Record  at  this  point  a  statement 
shmtfing  a  comparative  summary  of  new 
obfigational  authority  and  estimated  ex- 
fenditures  for  fiscal  1960  under  pro¬ 
posed  housing  legislation.. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 


Proposed  housing  legislation — Comparative  summary  of  new  obligational  authority  and 
estimated ^expenditures  for  fiscal  year  1960 
[In  millions] 


ew  obligational  authority 


Estimated  expenditure,  fiscal  year 
1960 


Grants: 

Urban  renew 
Urban  planj/ng  (701) 
Scholarship 
Defense  hospital 
Farm  l/using  research 
Loans: 

Eldefly  housing  direct  loans 
Unban  renewal  advances 
jblie  housing  advances 
College  housing  loans 
College  classroom  loans 
Iflortgage  purchases: 

FNMA  special  assistance  for 
cooperative  housing 

Total. 


1  Authorizations  for  a  6-year  period. 

2  Appropriations  in  2  fiscal  years. 

3  Authorizations  for  a  2-year  period. 


Table  prepared  by  staff  of  Senate  Housing  Subcommittee. 


Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  New  Jersey.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CAPEHART.’  I  yield. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  New  Jersey.  I 
wish  to  commend  the  Senator  from  In¬ 
diana  for  the  position  he  has  taken  on 
the  conference  report,  even  though  the 
conference  report  is  not  all  that  he 
wanted  it  to  be.  I  feel  the  same  way 
about  it.  The  conference  report  is  not 
all  I  wanted  it  to  be.  We  are  dealing 
with  different  sections.  I  had  hoped  it 
would  contain  a  much  longer  range  pro¬ 
gram  so  far  as  urban  renewal  is  con¬ 
cerned,  among  other  things.  Notwith¬ 
standing  the  fact  that  it  does  not  I 
was  very  happy  to  join  in  the  report 
and  shall  support  it  on  the  floor. 


I  hope  the  President  will  accept  the 
sound  counsel  of  the  Senator  from  In¬ 
diana  and  not  ok  the  Housing  Admin¬ 
istrator,  who  attacked  the  conference 
report  today,  as  I  understand,  on  the 
yardarm  of  politicaP-,  expediency.  We 
know  it  is  not  that,  we  know  it  is 
a  measure  which  can  be  freely  sup¬ 
ported.  It  contains  an  FHA  provision, 
and  also  authorization  for  \ousing  for 
elderly  people  and  college  hdusing.  It 
also  contains  a  program  for  ubban  re¬ 
newal,  even  though  that  programsjs  not 
all  I  should  like  to  see  so  far  as  ilrtan 
renewal  is  concerned.  \ 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  It  is  not  exactly  th^ 
way  I  would  write  the  bill.  I  would  cut 
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some  tWngs  out  and  add  others.  It  is  a 
good  compromise,  everything  considered. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  New  Jersey.  I 
agreed  withthe  Senator  from  Indiana. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  The  President 
would  be  justified  in  signing  it.  The 
Senate  would  be  justified  in  agreeing 
to  the  conference  report. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  Indiana  has 
expired. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  myself  3  minutesA  I  find  myself, 
obviously,  in  opposition  to  the  confer¬ 
ence  report.  Our  distinguished  friend  a 
moment  ago  said  that  thisXbill  is  not 
what  he  had  hoped  it  would  be.  It 
seems  to  me  it  is  more  than  anyone  ever 
hoped  it  would  be,  and  it  probably  con¬ 
tains  all  the  objectionable  featui'es  in 
both  the  House  and  Senate  versions  of 
the  bill. 

Housing  has  come  to  be  a  term  whicl 
covers  a  multitude  of  sins.  We  have' 
public  housing.  Now  we  have  a  provi¬ 
sion  for  college  classrooms,  $62,500,000. 
Even  scholarships  are  provided  for  in 
the  bill.  That  is  something  which  will 
teach  the  recipients  how  to  spend  money 
better  and  faster,  I  suppose.  Three 
hundred  thousand  dollars  is  provided  for 
scholarships  for  training.  It  is  amazing- 
how  the  term  “housing”  has  been  ex¬ 
panded  since  the  first  Federal  housing 
program  was  established,  way  back  in 
1935,  I  believe.  That  was  my  first  con¬ 
tact  with  it.  Now  it  exceeds  almost  every 
finite  dimension  a  person  can  think  of. 

For  public  housing,  the  President  did 
not  ask  for  additional  units.  The  report 
authorizes  an  additional  190,000,  45,000 
of  them  to  be  available  at  once,  and  then 
35,000  a  year.  If  we  spell  it  out,  that 
involves  a  commitment  of  $3,700  million 
for  a  period  of  4  years. 

Goodness,  would  it  not  be  wonderful  to 
have  our  great-great-grandchildren 
around  to  see  the  kick  we  are  getting  out 
of  spending  the  money  they  are  going  to 
pay  back?  I  am  not  going  to  put  that 
burden  on  the  people.  In  urban  re¬ 
newal,  it  is  indicated  that  a  cut  was 
made.  The  point  is  that  the  cut  was, 
made  in  the  time  when  the  appropria¬ 
tions  will  take  effect.  The  President 
asked  for  $100  million  in  1959,  and  ,$250 
million  in  1960.  The  report  provides 
$900  million  in  place  of  that.  That  does 
not  sound  like  economy  to  me.  / 

Frankly,  I  could  ventilate  my  views  at 
length  on  the  report,  but  Tam  simply 
content  to  say  that  I  thiri|/  it  is  a  meas¬ 
ure  which  is  lacking  in  many  things  and, 
in  my  book,  should  be  rejected. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  back  the  re¬ 
mainder  of  my  time, 

Mr.  JOHNSON  pi  Texas.  I  yield  back 
the  remainder  pf  my  time.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  desire  the  yeas  and 
nays? 

Mr.  DIRK6EN.  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and 
nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  /PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  conference 
repyrt.  Oh  this  question,  the  yeas  and 
nays  have  been  ordered,  and  the  clerk 
jrill  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 


Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd], 
the  Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Ful- 
bright],  the  Senator  from  Tennessee 
[Mr.  Gore],  the  Senator  from  Massa¬ 
chusetts  [Mr.  Kennedy],  the  Senator 
from  Arkansas  [Mr.  McClellan],  the 
Senator  from  Maine  [Mr.  Muskie],  and 
the  Senator  from  West  Virginia  [Mr. 
Randolph]  are  absent  on  official  busi¬ 
ness. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
Wyoming  [Mr.  O’Mahoney]  is  absent 
because  of  illness. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Arkansas 
[Mr.  Fulbright  I  and  the  Senator  from 
Massachusetts  [Mr.  Kennedy]  would 
each  vote  “yea.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Vir¬ 
ginia  [Mr.  Byrd]  is  paired  with  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  West  Virginia  [Mr.  Ran¬ 
dolph]  .  If  present  and  voting,  the 
Senator  from  Virginia  would  vote  “nay” 
md  the  Senator  from  West  Virginia 
\V,ould  vote  “yea.’ 

Ir.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  tk 
Senator  from  New  Hampshire  [Jar. 
Bridges],  the  Senator  from  Kentucky 
[Mr.  Cooper],  and  the  Senatoyfrom 
Arizona IMr.  Goldwater]  are/ neces¬ 
sarily  absent. 

On  this  \ote,  the  Senator/Jrom  New 
Hampshire  [Mr.  Bridges]  i/paired  with 
the  Senators.  from  Kentucky  [Mr. 
Cooper],  If  present  and  voting,  the 
Senator  from  New  Hampshire  would 
vote  “nay”  and  tme  Senator  from  Ken¬ 
tucky  would  vote  “ye 

The  result  was/arixjounced — yeas  56, 
nays  31,  as  follow/: 

fEAS— 56S 


Allott 

.Oruening 

NMcNamara 

Anderson 

/Hart 

Magnuson 

Bartlett  . 

/  Hartke 

MHnsfield 

Bible  / 

Hayden 

Monroney 

Byrd,  W.  Vd. 

Hennings 

Morsb 

Cannon  / 

Hill 

Moss  \ 

Capehyt 

Humphrey 

MurrayX 

Carroll 

Jackson 

Neuberger 

Case/N.J. 

Javits 

Pastore  \ 

Chavez 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Proxmire  \ 

Cjiurch 

Johnston,  S.C. 

Scott  \ 

ffiark 

Jordan 

Smathers  \ 

Dodd 

Keating 

Smith 

Douglas 

Kefauver 

Sparkman 

Ellender 

Kerr 

Symington 

Engle 

Langer 

Williams.  N.J. 

Ervin 

Long 

Yarborough 

Frear 

McCarthy 

Young,  Ohio 

Green 

McGee 

NAYS— 31 

Aiken 

Eastland 

Russell 

Beall 

Hickenlooper 

Saltonstall 

Bennett 

Holland 

Schoeppel 

Bush 

Hruska 

Stennis 

Butler 

Kuchel 

Talmadge 

Carlson 

Lausche 

Thurmond 

Case,  S.  Dak. 

Martin 

Wiley 

Cotton 

Morton 

Williams,  Del. 

Curtis 

Mundt 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Dirksen 

Prouty 

* 

Dworshak 

Robertson 

NOT  VOTING— 

-11 

Bridges 

Goldwater 

Muskie 

Byrd,  Va. 

Gore 

0’Mahon.ey 

Cooper 

Kennedy 

Randolph 

Fulbright 

McClellan 

So  the  report  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  vote  by  which  the  report 
was  agreed  to  be  reconsidered. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  move  that  the  motion  to  recon¬ 
sider  be  laid  on  the  table. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motipn  to 
lay  on  the  table  the  motion  to  Recon¬ 
sider. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  Rkble  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  Mr/  President, 
there  is  at  the  desk  a  concurrent  resolu¬ 
tion  designed  to  make  a  technical 
amendment  which  was/ully  agreed  to  by 
all  members  of  the  conference  commit¬ 
tee,  and  was  made  necessary  by  the  par¬ 
liamentary  situation.  I  ask  that  the 
concurrent  resolution  be  read. 

The  concurrent  resolution  (S.  Con. 
Res.  51),  way  read,  and  was  considered 
and  agreed  io,  as  follows: 

Resolved/by  the  Senate  ( the  House  of 
Represenmtives  concurring) ,  That  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  >xhe  Senate  is  authorized  and  di- 
rected/in  the  enrollment  of  the  bill  (S.  57) 
to  e/end  and  amend  laws  relating  to  the 
provision  and  improvement  of  housing  and 
the  renewal  of  urban  communities,  and  for 
ther  purposes,  to  make  the  following  cor- 
/rections : 

In  the  section  added  to  title  I  of  the 
Housing  Act  of  1949  by  section  417  of  the 
bill— 

(1)  Strike  out  the  first  proviso  and  insert 

in  lieu  thereof  the  following:  Provided, 

That  the  aggregate  expenditures  made  by 
such  institution  (directly  or  through  a  pri¬ 
vate  redevelopment  corporation)  for  the 
acquisition  (from  others  than  the  local  pub¬ 
lic  agency) ,  within,  adjacent  to,  or  in  the 
immediate  vicinity  of  the  project  area,  of 
land,  buildings,  and  structures  to  be  re¬ 
developed  or  rehabilitated  by  such  institu¬ 
tion  for  educational  uses  in  accordance  with 
the  urban  renewal  plan  (or  with  a  develop¬ 
ment  plan  proposed  by  such  institution  or 
corporation,  found  acceptable  by  the  Admin¬ 
istrator  after  considering  the  standards 
specified  in  section  110(b),  and  approved 
under  State  or  local  law  after  public  hear¬ 
ing),  and  for  the  demolition  of  such  build¬ 
ings  and  structures  (including  expenditures 
to  assist  in  relocating  tenants  therefrom), 
if,  pursuant  to  such  urban  renewal  or  re¬ 
development  plan,  the  land  is  to  be  cleared 
and  redeveloped,  as  certified  by  such  insti¬ 
tution  to  the  local  public  agency  and  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  Administrator,  shall  be  a  local 
grant-in-aid  in  connection  with  such  urban 
renewal  project.” 

(2)  In  the  matter  preceding  such  proviso, 
^strike  out  “an  urban  renewal  area”  and  in¬ 
sert  “an  urban  renewal  project  area”,  and 
sVike  out  “or  projects”  each  place  it  ap¬ 
pears. 

WHEAT  MARKETING  QUOTA  AND 

PRICE  SUPPORT  PROGRAM— MES¬ 
SAGE  FROM  THE  HOUSE 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  that  a  message  from  the 
House  on  the  wheat  marketing  quota  and 
price  support  program  bill  be  laid  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
message  will  be  read. 

The  message  was  read  as  follows : 

In  the  House  op  Representatives,  U.S., 

June  18,  1959. 

Resolved,  That  the  House  disagree  to  the 
report  of  the  committee  of  conference  on 
the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on 
the  amendment  of  the  House  to  the  bill  (S. 
1968)  entitled  “An  act  to  strengthen  the 
wheat  marketing  quota  and  price  support 
program”: 

That  the  House  insist  upon  its  amendment 
to  said  bill  and  ask  a  further  conference 
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■with  the  Senate  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of 
the  two  Houses  thereon. 

Ordered,  That  Mr.  Cooley,  Mr.  Poage,  Mr. 
Grant,  Mr.  Albert,  Mr.  Hoeven,  Mr.  Dague, 
and  Mr.  Belcher  be  managers  of  the  con¬ 
ference  on  the  part  of  the  House. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  move  that  the  Senate  concur  in 
the  amendment  of  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives. 

I  yield  5  minutes  to  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  Forestry. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  a  parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  will  state  it. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  What 
motion  is  pending? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  A  mo¬ 
tion  to  concur  in  the  amendment  of  the 
House  of  Representatives. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  if  I  desire  to  move  that  the 
Senate  recede  from  its  position  and  con¬ 
cur  in  the  House  amendment,  with  an 
amendment,  would  such  a  motion  be  in 
order? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  is  advised  by  the  Parliamentarian 
that  an  amendment  to  the  amendment 
of  the  House  would  be  in  order. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  wish 
to  reserve  the  right  to  do  that,  Mr. 
President.  I  shall  listen  to  the  expla¬ 
nation  of  the  amendment.  But  if  the 
amendment  is  what  I  think  it  is,  I  shall 
wish  to  offer  an  amendment  to  recede, 
and  to  concur  in  the  amendment  of  the 
House,  with  an  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Louisiana  is  recognized  for 
5  minutes. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  as 
the  Senate  well  knows,  the  conferees  on 
the  part  of  the  House  and  the  conferees 
on  the  part  of  the  Senate  tried  last  week 
to  adjust  their  differences;  and  in  the 
conference  there  was  agreement. 

The  Senate  agreed  to  the  conference 
report;  but  the  House  rejected  it.  Basi¬ 
cally,  there  is  no  real  difference  between 
the  conference  report  that  was  submitted 
to  the  Senate  last  week  and  the  House 
proposal,  except  with  respect  to  the  level 
of  price  supports  and  the  amount  of  re¬ 
duction  in  the  farm-acreage  allotment. 

It  will  be  recalled  that,  under  the 
agreement  by  the  Senate  and  House  con¬ 
ferees,  price  supports  were  fixed  at  80 
percent  of  parity,  with  a  20  percent  cut 
in  the  acreage  allotment. 

Under  the  House  proposal,  the  acre¬ 
age  allotment  will  be  cut  by  25  percent, 
and  the  support  price  will  be  fixed  at  90 
percent  of  parity.  If  the  House  pro¬ 
posal  should  be  adopted,  it  is  my  judg¬ 
ment  that  wheat  production  will  be  de¬ 
creased  this  coming  year  by  over  300 
million  bushels,  and  the  net  cost  of  the 
program  would  be  reduced  by  about  $250 
million. 

I  am  very  hopeful  the  Senate  will 
agree  to  recede  and  adopt  the  House  pro¬ 
posal.  Unless  that  is  done,  I  fear  noth¬ 
ing  will  be  done  with  respect  to  wheat 
during  this  session  of  Congress. 

As  Senators  will  remember,  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  labored  hard  and 
long  on  a  wheat  bill  earlier  this  year. 


This  was  reported  to  the  Senate  and 
passed  with  amendments. 

The  House,  thereupon,  amended  and 
passed  the  Senate  bill,  requesting  a  con¬ 
ference.  The  conference  committee 
spent  the  better  part  of  2  days  working 
out  an  agreement  which  provided  for 
price  supports  at  80  percent  of  parity, 
with  a  cut  in  acreage  allotments  of  20 
percent.  This  was  the  only  area  of  real 
disagreement. 

While  the  Senate  readily  agreed  to 
the  conference  report,  the  House  de¬ 
feated  this  report  by  a  vote  of  214  to 
202,  and  indicated  through  debate  that 
any  proposal  put  before  them  with  re¬ 
spect  to  wheat  would  have  a  difficult 
time,  with  a  very  real  likelihood  that 
it  would  be  defeated. 

Because  it  is  imperative  that  some¬ 
thing  be  done  in  an  effort  to  reduce 
wheat  production  and  the  cost  of  the 
program  during  this  session  of  Congress, 
I  am  proposing  that  the  Senate  accept 
the  House  provisions  of  90  percent  of 
parity  with  a  25-percent  cut  in  acreage. 

The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  has  al¬ 
ready  announced  plans  for  the  program 
for  next  year.  The  wheat  referendum 
will  be  held  on  July  23,  just  1  month 
away.  Farmers  must  know  what  they 
are  to  vote  on,  and  unless  we  take 
action,  another  year  will  have  passed 
before  anything  can  be  done  in  the  way 
of  reducing  the  production  of  wheat 
and  cutting  the  cost  of  the  program  to 
the  Government. 

Throughout  the  hearings  on  wheat, 
the  Senate  and  House  debate,  and  the 
conference  there  was  only  one  thing 
that  everyone  agreed  upon.  This  was 
that  something  had  to  be  done  now  in 
the  case  of  wheat.  This  is  our  last 
chance  and  that  is  why  I  am  proposing 
that  we  accept  the  House  bill. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  Mr.  President 
will  the  Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  Under  the 
House  proposal,  what  is  the  maximum 
wheat  acreage? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  There  is  no  specific 
maximum  in  the  law  or  in  the  House  pro¬ 
posal.  There  is  a  minimum  national 
allotment  now  provided  by  law  of  55  mil¬ 
lion  acres.  This  would  not  be  changed 
by  the  House  proposal. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  It  will  still  re¬ 
main  at  55  million  acres? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes,  but  there  will 
be  a  cutback  of  25  percent  on  each  farm 
acreage  allotment  after  the  55  million 
acres  has  been  allotted  through  State  and 
counties  to  farms,  or  a  total  reduction 
nationally  of  about  14  million  acres. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  Do  I  correctly 
understand  the  Senator  to  mean  that  the 
55  million  acreage  allotment  will  actually 
be  reduced  in  total  by  14  million  acres? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  my  judg¬ 
ment.  The  cuts  in  farm  acreage  allot¬ 
ments  will  equal  one-fourth  of  the 
acreage  allotted  nationally,  that  is  one- 
fourth  of  the  55  million  national  acreage 
allotment. 

RSr.  HICKENLOOPER.  So  the  total 
wheat  acreage  of  the  country,  under  the 
House  proposal,  will  be  41  million  acres? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  essentially 
correct.  That  will  be  about  the  total  of 


the  farm  acreage  allotment.  Aside  from 
the  14  million-acre  reduction,  there  will 
be,  in  the  conservation  reserve  program 
around  21/2  million  acres  of  wheat  land. 
And  aside  from  that,  there  will  be  a  cut¬ 
back  because  of  the  reduction  in  the  15- 
acre  exemption  to  12  acres. 

Another  provision  contained  in  the 
House  proposal,  which  was  not  in  the 
conference  substitute,  provided  that  the 
smaller  farmers,  that,  is  those  who  did 
not  plant  as  much  as  12  acres  in  1957, 
1958,  or  1959,  will  be  able  to  plant  in  1960 
and  1961  not  more  than  the  highest  num¬ 
ber  of  acres  planted  in  any  one  of  those 
3  years  without  being  subject  to  market¬ 
ing  quotas.  If  a  farmer  had  not  planted 
more  than  7  acres,  for  instance,  in  any  of 
those  years  his  exemption  would  be 
limited  to  7  acres. 

In  addition,  the  proposal  contains 
many  provisions  designed  to  reduce 
wheat  acreage  by  strengthening  controls. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  will  the  Senator  yield  for  another 
question? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  Is  there  a  de¬ 
vice  in  the  House  proposal  whereby  soy¬ 
beans,  com,  and  various  other  grains  can 
come  under  those  same  general  pro¬ 
visions? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  No.  The  House 
proposal  deals  solely  with  wheat. 

I  may  say  to  my  good  friend  from 
Iowa  that  there  is  a  provision  providing 
for  cross  compliance  with  relation  to  the 
diverted  acres,  that  is,  the  25  percent  or 
the  14  million  acres.  In  order  to  ob¬ 
tain  price  support  for  wheat  the  farmer 
is  required  to  reduce  his  acreage  of  price 
supported  crops  below  his  average  acre¬ 
age  of  such  crops  for  1957  and  1958  by 
an  acreage  equal  to  the  25-percent  cut 
in  his  wheat  acreage  allotment.  Fur¬ 
ther,  the  farmer  will  be  paid  in  kind 
one-third  of  what  he  would  have  pro¬ 
duced  on  that  acreage  in  wheat,  if  he 
does  not  plant  that  land  to  any  other 
crop.  He  cannot  even  graze  it  if  he  is 
to  obtain  the  payment  in  kind.  The 
idea  is  to  try  to  reduce  surpluses,  may 
I  say  to  my  fellow  Senators.  This  is 
our  last  opportunity  this  year  to  make 
such  an  attempt.  It  is  my  judgment 
if  the  proposal  is  enacted  the  total  re¬ 
duction  in  wheat  acreage  will  be  prob¬ 
ably  16  million  to  17  million  acres  out 
of  a  total  of  55  million  acres. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  has 
expired. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  yield  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
3  additional  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Louisiana  is  granted  3  ad¬ 
ditional  minutes. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  The  House  report 
states  that  the  cost  of  the  wheat  pro¬ 
gram  would  be  lowered  during  this  peri¬ 
od  by  an  estimated  $528  million.  Would 
it  follow  that  the  income  of  the  farmers 
would  be  cut  by  that  same  amount? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  do  not  believe 
that  their  income  would  be  cut  material¬ 
ly,  because  we  are  compensating  the 
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farmer  in  two  ways.  We  are  increasing 
the  support  price  from  75  percent  of 
parity  to  90  percent  of  parity.  It  is 
true  that  the  fanner’s  acreage  will  be 
cut  back  by  25  percent,  but,  as  I  have 
just  stated,  the  farmer  will  be  paid  in 
kind,  on  the  25-percent  acreage  cut, 
equal  to  one -third  of  what  he  would 
have  produced  in  wheat  on  those  acres. 

We  estimated  that,  generally  speak¬ 
ing,  the  farmer’s  income  will  be  about 
equal  to  what  he  would  receive  under 
the  provisions  of  the  present  law.  As 
the  Senator  well  knows,  if  the  present 
law  remains  on  the  statute  books  and 
is  administered  as  it  has  been  in  the 
past,  we  can  expect,  not  55  million  acres, 
but  probably  57  million  to  58  million 
acres  of  land  to  be  put  into  wheat. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Would  it  be  a  correct 
statement  to  say  that  if  a  farmer’s  allot¬ 
ment  were  100  acres,  without  this  bill 
he  could  plant  the  100  acres  and  receive 
75  percent  of  parity? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  But  if  this  bill  becomes 
law,  he  could  plant  only  75  acres,  and 
would  receive  90  percent  of  parity  on 
that  acreage? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect.  But,  in  addition,  if  the  average 
production  per  acre,  let  us  say,  were  21 
bushels,  he  would  get  one-third  of  that 
on  each  of  the  25  acres  if  he  did  not  har¬ 
vest  a  crop  from,  or  graze,  the  25  acres. 
That  would  be  paid  in  kind  from  stocks 
of  the  Communist  Credit  Corporation. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  I  still  cannot  see,  if  he 
gets  a  greater  .price  support  for  less 
wheat,  and  then  gets  the  wheat  also, 
and  gets  the  same  amount  of  money, 
how  it  happens  that  the  House  has 
stated  it  would  save  the  Government 
$528  million. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  do  not  know  how 
the  House  arrived  at  that  figure,  but 
when  the  conference  report  was  before 
the  Senate  last  week,  it  was  ascertained 
that  with  an  80  percent  price  support 
and  a  cutback  of  20  percent  on  acres, 
it  would  give  the  farmer  almost  as  much 
as  he  would  get  at  75  percent  of  parity. 
There  was  a  very  small  difference. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  This  is  not  a  bill,  then, 
to  raise  the  wheat  farmer’s  income? 

Mr,  ELLENDER.  It  is  going  to  have 
a  tendency  to  give  to  the  farmer  almost 
the  same  amount  of  money  he  would  re¬ 
ceive  if  he  planted  his  entire  allotment 
at  75  percent  of  parity.  But  more  im¬ 
portantly  this  bill  will  reduce  production 
to  the  point  where  the  entire  crop  will 
move  in  commercial  channels  and  not 
fill  Government  warehouses,  as  a  matter 
of  fact. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  has  again  expired. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  This  bill  will  reduce 
surpluses,  and  that  is  what  we  are  trying 
to  do.  If  weather  conditions  are  nor¬ 
mal,  I  would  not  be  surprised  if  wheat 
production  would  be  cut  in  excess  of  300 
million  bushels. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  insert  at  this  point  in  the  Record 
an  explanation  of  the  House  amendment 
to  S.  1968. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  explana¬ 
tion  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 


Explanation  of  House  Amendment  to 
S.  1968 

The  House  amendment  to  S.  1968  is  a  com¬ 
plete  substitute  for  the  Senate  provisions.  It 
would  make  the  following  changes  in  exist¬ 
ing  law: 

With  respect  to  the  1960  and  1961  wheat 
crops,  it  would — 

(1)  Provide  price  support  at  90  percent 
of  parity. 

(2)  Reduce  each  farm  acreage  allotment 
by  25  percent. 

(3)  Require,  as  a  condition  of  wheat  price 
support,  that  the  farm  acreage  of  price  sup¬ 
ported  crops  be  reduced  below  the  1957 
and  1958  average  by  an  acreage  equal  to  the 
25  percent  reduction  in  the  wheat  acreage 
allotment. 

(4)  Provide  for  a  payment  in  kind  (equal 
to  one-third  of  the  average  annual  wheat 
yield)  for  the  acreage  representing  the  25 
percent  reduction,  if  such  acreage  is  not 
harvested  or  grazed. 

(5)  Provide  that  the  acreage  represented 
by  the  25  percent  reduction  shall  be  ineligi¬ 
ble  for  the  conservation  reserve. 

(6)  Limit  price  support  to  the  commercial 
area  and,  if  marketing  quotas  are  not  dis¬ 
approved,  to  cooperators. 

(7)  Provide  price  support  at  50  percent  of 
parity  to  noncooperators,  as  well  as  coopera¬ 
tors,  if  marketing  quotas  are  disapproved. 

(8)  Provide  that  if  marketing  quotas  are 
disapproved,  the  minimum  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  sales  price  for  wheat  for 
unrestricted  use  shall  be  105  percent  of  75 
percent  of  parity,  plus  reasonable  carrying 
charges. 

(9)  Impose  penalties  on  the  actual  yield 
of  the  excess  seres  (or  double  the  normal 
yield  if  the  actual  yield  is  not  shown);  ex¬ 
cept  that  if  the  actual  yield  does  not  exceed 
the  normal  yield  of  the  farm  acreage  allot¬ 
ment,  the  marketing  excess  would  be  re¬ 
duced  to  zero. 

(10)  Increase  the  marketing  penalty  to 
65  percent  of  parity. 

(11)  Reduce  the  15-acre  exemption  to  the 
smaller  of  (A)  12  acres,  or  (B)  the  highest 
acreage  planted  in  1957,  1958,  or  1959. 

(12)  Remove  the  30-acre  limitation  on 
the  feed  wheat  exemption. 

The  House  amendment  contains  a  $35,000 
limitation  on  price  support  for  wheat  per 
producer  per  year,  which  we  understand  is 
intended  to  be  permanent.  In  addition  the 
House  amendment  would  permanently — 

(A)  Provide  that  in  any  case  in  which 
the  wheat  marketing  excess  for  a  farm  is  re¬ 
duced  to  zero  by  reason  of  underproduction, 
the  farm,  county,  and  State  shall  not  receive 
an  acreage  history  penalty  by  reason  of  the 
overplanting. 

(B)  Base  eligibility  for  voting  in  mar¬ 
keting  quota  referendums  on  compliance 
with  allotments  in  the  year  in  which  the 
referendum  is  held  (rather  than  on  being 
subject  to  the  quota  being  voted  on). 

(C)  Repeal  the  200  bushel  wheat  mar¬ 
keting  quota  exemption. 

(D)  Repeal  a  requirement  that  an  addi¬ 
tional  allotment  list  be  kept  by  the  county 
agent  or  local  committee  chairman. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Vermont  [Mr.  Aiken], 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Vermont  is  recognized  for 
5  minutes. 

Mi-.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  I  un¬ 
equivocally  oppose  the  House  wheat  pro¬ 
posal.  It  would  hurt  the  consumers,  it 
would  hurt  the  taxpayers,  it  would  hurt 
the  producers,  it  would  raise  the  support 
price  to  90  percent  of  parity,  and  it 
would  make  a  25-percent  reduction  in 
planting  mandatory. 
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The  fanner  could  either  try  to  keep 
up  his  yield,  by  using  more  fertilizer  and 
taking  better  care  of  his  wheat,  or  he 
would  take  a  licking.  The  increased 
cost  to  the  Government  would  be  very 
severe. 

The  bill  would  also  further  increase 
foreign  production.  It  is  a  direct  invita¬ 
tion  for  foreign  countries  to  produce  all 
they  can,  and,  Mr.  President,  Russia  has 
already  increased  production  to  1.8  bil¬ 
lion  bushels  in  1957  and  to  2.3  billion 
bushels  in  1958.  That  is  over  a  billion 
bushels  more  than  we  expect  to  produce 
this  year. 

This  bill,  if  passed,  would  discourage 
exports,  because  the  United  States  even 
today  is  just  a  residual  supplier.  We 
would  have  to  give  up  our  exports,  or  else 
give  away  our  wheat. 

This  is  an  impossible  bill,  and  the 
wheat  farmers  will  be  the  big  losers. 

I  desire  to  point  out  the  provision  of 
the  House  bill  which  states  that — 

Farmers  eligible  to  vote  in  such  referen¬ 
dum  shall  be  producers  on  farms  with  re¬ 
spect  to  which  a  wheat  allotment  has  been 
established  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  this 
act  for  the  crop  of  wheat  normally  harvested 
in  the  calendar  year  in  which  the  referen¬ 
dum  is  held,  and  who  have  complied  with 
such  acreage  allotment. 

Only  those  who  have  complied  with 
their  current  acreage  allotment  can  vote. 
If  they  have  not  complied  for  one  reason 
or  another,  they  cannot  vote  in  the  refer¬ 
endum  for  the  next  year’s  crop. 

Mr.  President,  in  the  last  harvest  year, 
685,648  wheat  farmers  who  had  allot¬ 
ments  were  not  in  compliance,  and  con¬ 
sequently  they  would  be  disqualified  from 
voting  in  the  quota  referendum  under 
the  provisions  of  the  bill.  There  would 
be  14,232  of  these  farms  in  New  York, 
38,934  in  Pennsylvania,  68,944  in  Ohio, 
60,710  in  Indiana,  73,224  in  Illinois,  61,- 
021  in  Michigan,  24,481  in  Minnesota, 
75,156  in  Missouri,  24,807  in  Nebraska, 
36,359  in  Kansas,  17,403  in  Virginia,  30,- 
785  in  North  Carolina,  13,373  in  Georgia, 
25,011  in  Oklahoma,  16,806  in  Texas,  and 
13,729  in  Idaho.  In  all  States  the  op¬ 
erators  of  a  total  of  685,648  wheat  farms 
would  be  disqualified  from  voting  under 
the  terms  of  the  House  bill. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  How  many  farmers 
would  be  permitted  to  vote? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  There  were  a  total  of 
1,816,350  farms  having  allotments  for 
the  1958  crop.  The  operators  of  685,648 
of  those  farms  would  be  prohibited  from 
voting  in  the  referendum. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  So  over  one-third 
would  be  prohibited  from  voting? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  have  nothing  further  to 
say.  I  think  each  Senator  can  make  up 
his  mind  as  to  how  to  vote. 

Mr.  MORTON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MORTON.  We  have  had  a  dis¬ 
cussion  concerning  wheat.  What  about 
the  price  of  bread?  What  would  happen 
to  the  price  of  bread? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  expect  that  the  price  of 
bread  would  rise,  because  the  handlers 
and  processors  generally  seize  upon  any 
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opportunity  to  charge  higher  prices  to 
the  consumers. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  What  about  the  price  of 
feed,  for  the  farmers  who  feed  cattle  and 
chickens? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  do  not  know.  That 
would  depend  on  whether  the  wheat 
growers  planted  his  acreage  taken  out 
of  wheat  to  other  crops.  I  think  he  can 
do  so  under  the  bill.  I  think  he  can 
easily  plant  the  diverted  acres  under  the 
terms  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Colorado. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Under  the  terms  of  the 
bill  one-third  of  the  average  production 
of  the  wheat  land  which  is  taken  out  of 
production  would  be  paid  back  to  the 
farmer  in  kind,  and  a  great  amount  of 
the  production  of  this  country - 

Mr.  AIKEN.  If  I  may  anticipate  the 
Senator’s  question,  the  farmer  would 
not  follow  that  practice. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  Vermont  has 
expired. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
the  Senator  from  Vermont  2  additional 
minutes. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  In  the  great  wheat- 
producing  areas  where  there  is  not  a 
combined  operation,  can  the  Senator  tell 
me  what  the  farmer  would  do  with  the 
wheat,  and  also  what  effect  there  would 
be  on  the  small  grains  market  and  on 
the  prices  of  livestock? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  think  it  may  be 
assumed  that  the  farmer  would  sell  the 
wheat  for  whatever  price  he  could  for 
it.  Very  likely  the  wheat  would  go  on 
the  small  grains  market.  I  think  it  is 
more  likely,  though,  that  rather  than 
take  advantage  of  that  provision  of  the 
law  the  farmer  would  plant  the  extra 
acres  to  grain  sorghums,  if  he  were  in 
the  grain  sorghum  area,  or  to  corn,  if 
he  were  in  the  corn  area. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  The  farmer  is  not  for¬ 
bidden,  under  the  terms  of  the  bill,  to 
plant  the  land  to  anything  else;  is  that 
correct? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  if  the  Senator  will  yield,  I  read 
from  the  House  report  on  that  matter, 
page  9 : 

To  compensate  for  this  restriction  on  the 
use  of  diverted  acres  (which  does  not  apply 
to  any  other  crop)  producers  may  qualify 
for  a  payment  in  kind  for  each  of  the  1960 
and  1961  crop  years  by  not  planting  on  their 
diverted  wheat  acreage  any  crop  for  harvest 
in  the  applicable  year  nor  permitting  the 
land  to  be  grazed. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  this  is  on 
my  time,  and  I  cannot  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  South  Dakota.  Of  course,  the 
farmer  does  not  have  to  take  the  7  or  8 
bushels  of  wheat  which  he  might  receive 
for  not  planting  his  diverted  acres.  He 
can  plant  the  land  and  get  100  bushels 
of  corn  or  of  grain  sorghums. 

Several  Senators.  Vote!  Vote!  Vote! 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  yield  2  minutes  to  the  Senator 
from  North  Dakota. 
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May  we  have  order  in  the  Chamber, 
please? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Let 
there  be  order  in  the  Senate. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  I  am  going  to  vote  for  the  bill, 
although  it  is  far  from  the  kind  of  wheat 
legislation  I  think  the  Congress  should 
enact. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  may  we  have  order  in  the  Chamber 
please? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senate  will  be  in  order. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  I  am  convinced  by  this  time 
that  no  satisfactory  wheat  legislation  is 
possible  so  long  as  Secretary  Bension  is 
Secretary  of  Agriculture.  If  one  believes 
otherwise,  all  one  has  to  do  is  to  read  the 
report  which  Secretary  Benson  sent  to 
all  the  Republican  Members  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  before  the 
compromise  wheat  bill  was  voted  upon 
in  that  body.  That  is  the  most  irre¬ 
sponsible  statement  any  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  ever  made. 

Mr.  President,  I  proposed  in  the  Sen¬ 
ate  Committee  on  agriculture  and  For¬ 
estry  that  we  x*etain  75  percent  of  parity 
price  supports  and  cut  the  acreage  of 
the  big  farmers,  those  with  200  acres  or 
more,  10  percent,  and  cut  the  aci*eage  of 
the  small  farmers  only  5  percent.  The 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  opposed  that. 

Now,  at  least,  he  claims  to  be  for  the 
continuation  of  the  present  program. 

I  then  proposed  that  we  go  to  a  65  per¬ 
cent  of  parity  pi’ice  support  program  if 
the  farmer  would  plant  within  the  pres¬ 
ent  quotas,  75  percent  of  parity  price 
suppoi*t  if  the  fanner  would  cut  his  acre¬ 
age  10  percent,  or  80  percent  of  parity 
pi*ice  supports  if  the  farmer  reduced  his 
acreage  by  as  much  as  20  percent.  The 
Secretai*y  of  Agriculture  opposed  that. 

The  Secretai'y  of  Agriculture  has  op¬ 
posed  everything  except  exactly  that 
which  he  wants,  which  is  practically 
nothing  at  all.  His  program  would  re¬ 
sult  in  about  $1  or  $1.15  a  bushel  for 
wheat.  That  proposal  was  offered  for 
consideration  of  the  Senate  by  the  Re¬ 
publican  leader,  but  it  did  not  get  more 
than  a  half  dozen  votes  in  the  Senate. 

The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  opposes 
everything  but  a  program  which  offers 
everything  he  supports,  so  we  have,  in 
practical  effect,  no  alternative  but  to 
vote  for  the  program  being  offered  here 
tonight. 

I  hope  the  Congress  will  pass  the  two- 
price  or  domestic  pai*ity  system,  or  a 
better  program,  but  in  the  absence  of 
such  legislation  I  shall  be  forced  to  vote 
for  the  bill  we  have  before  us. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent,  I  am  constrained  to  agree  with  my 
delightful  friend  from  North  Dakota.  I 
am  informed  that  at  this  moment  high 
officials  are  calling  Members  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  lobbying  on  this  measure.  I  hope 
the  Senate  will  act,  decisively  and 
promptly  in  behalf  of  the  farmers  of 
America. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  If  I 
may  take  1  minute,  I  should  like  to  read 


one  paragraph  from  the  Secretary’s 
statement,  to  show  how  unreasonable  it 
is: 

This  bill  does  nothing  to  give  small  family¬ 
sized  farms  a  vote  in  a  wheat  marketing 
quota  referendum.  Tobacco  farmers  with 
one-tenth  of  an  acre  allotment  are  allowed 
to  vote  on  their  programs  but  wheat  farmers 
with  as  much  as  15  acres  are  not  permitted 
to  vote. 

The  bill  does  i*educe  the  acreage  ex¬ 
emption  from  15  acres  to  12  acres.  An 
additional  group  of  persons,  about  80,000, 
would  be  given  the  right  to  vote  under 
this  provision;  that  is,  those  farmers 
with  wheat  allotments  of  between  12 
and  15  acres. 

With  respect  to  tobacco,  no  one  can 
plant  even  one-tenth  of  an  acre  of  to¬ 
bacco  unless  he  has  an  allotment.  If  he 
has  an  allotment  he  can  vote.  But  he 
cannot  plant  any  tobacco  at  all  unless 
he  has  an  allotment.  With  wheat,  the 
situation  is  entii’ely  different. 

The  wheat  marketing  quota  progi*am 
is  the  only  one  which  gives  a  farmer  an 
exemption  which  permits  him  to  plant 
in  excess  of  his  allotment  free  of  pen¬ 
alty.  In  fact,  until  just  a  year  ago,  a 
fanner  planting  in  excess  of  his  quota 
tended  to  gain  wheat  history  and  to 
increase  his  allotment. 

Why  the  Secretary  would  even  at¬ 
tempt  to  draw  a  comparison  between 
wheat  and  tobacco  is  beyond  my  compre¬ 
hension. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  yield  4  minutes  to  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Humphrey], 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mi*.  President, 
when  the  President  made  known  to 
Congress  the  requirements  for  wheat 
legislation,  he  laid  down  two  principles 
which  he  asked  us  to  embrace  in  any 
legislation — first,  to  bring  down  the 
wheat  inventory  held  by  the  Govern¬ 
ment.  .  This  is  called  the  sui*plus. 
Fi-ankly,  I  have  not  been  so  distressed 
about  the  surplus,  in  the  light  of  the 
world  need,  as  have  the  proponents  of 
the  administration. 

Second,  he  asked  us  to  bring  about 
savings  in  cost  to  the  Government  and 
to  the  taxpayers. 

Those  are  the  two  principles  laid  down 
by  the  administration  for  wheat  legis¬ 
lation.  Congress  is  concerned  about  a 
third  principle  which  is  of  no  visible 
concern  to  the  administration,  namely, 
the  preservation  of  reasonable  income 
for  farm  producers. 

In  this  instance  we  are  are  dealing 
with  the  crop  of  wheat,  and  the  bill  be¬ 
fore  us  takes  cai*e  of  principle  No.  1. 
It  will  bring  down  the  inventory.  It 
takes  care  of  principle  No.  2.  It  will 
bring  about  savings  in  the  cost  to  the 
Government  and  to  the  taxpayers;  and 
it  takes  care  of  principle  No.  3.  It  will 
maintain  farm  income.  Let  me  show 
briefly  how  that  will  be  accomplished. 

The  bill  provides  for  the  reduction  of 
wheat  production  by  reducing  each  acre¬ 
age  allotment  by  25  percent.  This  cuts 
the  .national  allotment  back,  as  the 
chaii*man  said,  to  41  million  acres,  a  14 
million  acre  i*eduction. 

The  bill  further  prcvides  for  reducing 
production  by  strengthening  the  penal¬ 
ties  for  overplanting.  Evei*y  Member  of 
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this  body  knows  that  one  of  the  reasons 
for  the  tremendous  surpluses  has  been 
overplanting. 

The  present  penalty  of  45  percent  of 
parity  is  increased  to  65  percent  of  parity, 
and  the  penalty  provisions  would  be 
based  upon  double  the  normal  yield,  or 
on  the  actual  yield,  whichever  is  the 
lower.  That  is  a  far  cry  from  the  pres¬ 
ent  situation. 

Third,  compliance  will  be  further  en¬ 
couraged  by  providing  payments  in  kind 
equal  to  one-third  the  average  annual 
production  on  the  retired  acres  during 
the  preceding  3  years.  This  will  also 
avoid  the  planting  of  diverted  acres  to 
other  crops,  or  using  them  for  grazing. 

This  is  a  kind  of  cross-compliance 
which  is  provided  for,  and  yet  requires 
one-third  payment  in  kind,  which  comes 
out  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  storehouses  and  goes  to  the  farmer. 
The  farmer  may  use  it  for  whatever  pur¬ 
pose  he  wishes,  except  that  he  may  not 
put  it  back  under  crop  loan.  He  may 
market  it,  feed  it,  or  store  it.  He  can 
do  whatever  he  wishes  with  it,  except 
place  it  back  under  Government  crop 
loan. 

The  bill  before  us  would  reduce  the 
15-acre  exemption  to  12  acres,  and  it 
would  abolish  the  30 -acre  limitation  on 
the  production  of  wheat  to  be  consumed 
on  the  farm. 

Dr.  Walter  Wilcox,  of  the  Library  of 
Congress,  has  estimated  that  the  bill 
would  reduce  the  production  of  wheat 
by  20  percent  in  volume,  and  reduce 
Government  costs  by  $264  million  a 
year.  Dr.  Wilcox  is  the  respected,  ac¬ 
cepted  economic  authority  in  the  Li¬ 
brary  of  Congress  on  agricultural  mat¬ 
ters.  His  estimate  is  that  a  saving  of 
$264  million  a  year  would  be  made  in 
the  cost  of  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  operations.  His  estimate  is  based  on 
a  20  percent  reduction  in  production. 
Instead  of  adding  150  million  bushels  of 
surplus  wheat  to  Government  stocks  in 
1960  and  1961,  the  bill  would  cut  surplus 
production,  and  use  up  90  million  bushels 
already  in  storage. 

The  bill  also  places  a  $35,000  limitation 
on  the  wheat  price  support  payment  to 
any  single  producer;  and  while  the  bill 
accomplishes  these  desirable  aims - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President, 
may  I  have  an  additional  minute? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  yield  an  additional  minute  to  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  While  accomplish¬ 
ing  these  desirable  aims — reducing  sur¬ 
plus  and  cutting  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  costs,  the  bill  also  would  main¬ 
tain  the  income  of  wheat  farmers  at  a 
level  high  enough  to  keep  them  in  busi¬ 
ness  for  the  next  2  years,  the  term  of 
this  stopgap  legislation.  I  emphasize 
that  this  is  emergency,  stopgap  legisla¬ 
tion. 

I  agree  with  the  Senator  from  North 
Dakota  [Mr.  Young]  and  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender]  that  if 
we  do  not  pass  this  bill,  there  will  be  no 
wheat  bill.  If  we  do  not  pass  this  bill, 
and  the  volume  of  wheat  production 
continues  at  its  present  rate,  we  shall  be 


faced  with  such  a  situation  in  the  Sen¬ 
ate  that  there  will  be  a  repetition  of 
what  occurred  in  connection  with  the 
potato  program. 

We  must  do  something  to  correct  this 
situation.  We  have  been  trying  to  do 
something  to  correct  this  situation.  I 
recommend  85  percent  of  parity,  with  a 
20  percent  reduction  in  wheat  allot¬ 
ments.  The  committee  recommended  80 
percent  of  parity  with  a  20  percent  re¬ 
duction  in  allotments.  This  provision  is 
90  percent  of  parity  with  a  25  percent 
cutback.  When  we  ask  the  farmer  to 
cut  back  his  production  25  percent,  90 
percent  of  parity  on  the  bushels  pro¬ 
duced  is  the  absolute  minimum  we  can 
offer. 

That,  together  with  the  one-third  pay¬ 
ment  in  kind,  maintains  the  farmer’s  in¬ 
come  at  a  level  high  enough  to  partially 
offset  the  loss  from  reduced  production. 
Reduced  production  for  the  United 
States  reduces  the  cost  to  the  taxpayers 
and  to  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion.  The  principles  which  have  been 
laid  down  as  desirable  and  acceptable  by 
both  the  President  and  the  Congress  are 
fulfilled  by  the  provisions  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
2  minutes  to  the  senior  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  [Mr.  Mundt]. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  I  think 
my  distinguished  colleague  on  the  con¬ 
ference  committee  and  on  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry,  the 
Senator  from  North  Dakota  [Mr. 
Young]  has  pretty  well  summarized  the 
situation  which  we  confront  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  the  wheat  problem. 

There  is  no  question  that  today  the 
wheat  farmers  of  the  country  are  fac¬ 
ing  a  cruel  dilemma.  Actually  the  ap¬ 
proval  of  the  House  amendment  would 
provide  for  the  wheat  farmer  a  smaller 
income  than  he  would  get  if  he  were  to 
continue  to  keep  75  percent  of  parity 
for  100  percent  of  his  crop.  One  does 
not  have  to  be  very  fast  with  a  lead  pencil 
to  realize  that  75  percent  of  100  percent 
of  his  crop  base  would  give  him  more 
than  90  percent  of  75  percent  of  his 
crop  base. 

But  we  are  overproducing  wheat. 
There  must  be  a  cutback,  if  our  overall 
agricultural  program  is  to  be  saved. 

A  25-percent  cutback  is  a  sharp  cut¬ 
back.  It  will  certainly  reduce  the 
planted  acreage  very  considerably.  As 
a  temporary  expedient,  however.  I  shall 
vote  for  this  House  proposal  inadequate 
and  inequitable  as  it  is.  Frankly,  I  would 
much  prefer  to  be  voting  for  a  two-price 
wheat  bill  today  which  would  really 
step  up  the  income  of  wheat  producers 
to  a  fair  level  without  increasing  the 
surplus  problem.  However  such  a  hap¬ 
pier  choice  is  not  now  before  us. 

I  am  not  very  much  impressed  by  the 
argument  that  this  measure  would  in¬ 
crease  the  price  of  bread,  because  now 
actually  less  than  3  cents  of  the  entire 
cost  of  a  loaf  of  bread  is  represented  by 
the  wheat  content.  Varying  degrees  of 
parity  have  no  great  impact  on  the  price 
of  bread.  The  price  of  bread  is  deter¬ 
mined  largely  by  handling  charges,  mar¬ 
keting  margins,  transportation  charges, 
and  labor  costs.  It  is  not  determined 
by  whether  the  farmer  gets  a  few  dimes, 
more  or  less,  for  a  bushel  of  wheat. 
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I  think  we  should  recognize  that  when, 
as,  and  if  we  ask  the  farmer  to  cut  back 
his  production  because  of  a  national 
situation  in  connection  with  the  surplus, 
with  its  colossal  cost  to  the  taxpayers 
for  storing  the  grain  in  surplus,  then  in 
simple  honesty  we  should  increase  his 
price  support  and  the  returns  he  gets 
per  unit  correspondingly,  unless  we  are 
to  be  deliberately  and  manifestly  un¬ 
fair  and  unjust  to  the  American  farmer. 

So,  as  our  best  alternative  at  the  mo¬ 
ment,  I  urge  support  of  this  House  bill. 

In  conference,  we  attempted  several  al¬ 
ternative  solutions  without  success.  The 
House  has  voted  down  the  only  one  we 
were  able  to  get  approved  in  confer¬ 
ence.  And  it  must  be  said  that  confer¬ 
ence  proposal  was  itself  an  inadequate 
and  unsatisfying  compromise. 

At  least,  Mr.  President,  the  bill  before 
us  has  the  advantage  of  channeling 
most  of  the  costs  of  the  farm  program 
into  the  pockets  of  the  producers  who 
need  and  deserve  the  revenue  and  less 
of  the  money  will  be  required  to  pay 
storage  costs  in  terminal  elevators. 
That  is  progress  in  the  right  direction 
and  makes  this  proposal  better  as  well  as 
more  economical  to  taxpayers  than  the  < 
existing  wheat  program. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  5  minutes  to  the  distinguished  jun¬ 
ior  Senator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr. 
Case] . 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  I  desire  to  offer  an  amend¬ 
ment  to  the  House  amendment  as  a  sub-  - 
stitute  for  the  bill,  to  change  90  percent 
to  85  percent  in  each  case  where  the 
figure  “90”  occurs  in  the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  North  Dakota  [Mr.  Young]  and 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Minne¬ 
sota  [Mr.  Humphrey]  have  said  that  if 
we  do  not  take  this  bill,  there  will  be  no 
bill.  I  have  no  pipeline  to  the  White 
House,  but  anyone  who  has  followed  * 
this  legislation  at  all,  must  almost  ad-  ^ 
mit  that  there  will  not  be  any  law  if  it 
requires  90  percent  support.  Is  there 
any  Member  of  this  body  who  has  read 
any  of  the  statements  on  this  subject 
emanating  from  the  Department  of  Ag¬ 
riculture,  or  any  other  comment,  who 
believes  that  a  90-percent  bill  would  be 
signed?  In  that  case,  why  go  through 
an  exercise  in  futility? 

The  Senator  from  Minnesota  said  that 
he  himself  had  advocated  85  percent 
support.  The  Senator  from  North  Da¬ 
kota  [Mr.  Young]  is  the  one  who  pro¬ 
posed  the  idea  of  the  80-percent  support 
with  a  20-percent  reduction. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  I  cou¬ 
pled  that  with  a  bushel  allotment. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Yes; 
coupled  with  a  bushel  allotment.  Eighty 
percent  support  and  20  percent  reduc¬ 
tion  is  what  the  Senate  approved.  It 
is  what  the  conferees  approved.  It  was 
reported  by  a  narrow  vote  in  the  House. 

So  we  come  back  to  the  House  amend¬ 
ment. 

I  hold  in  my  hand  a  copy  of  the  House 
version.  When  it  was  reported  by  the 
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Committee  on  Agriculture  in  the  House, 
it  proposed  a  30-percent  cut  with  a  90- 
percent  support. 

The  change  from  30  percent  to  25  per¬ 
cent  was  evidently  made  on  the  floor  of 
the  House.  This  is  the  report  I  have 
in  my  hand.  I  obtained  it  from  a  page, 
and  other  Members  can  get  a  copy  of  it. 
The  90-percent  support  was  based  upon 
a  30-percent  cut.  If  we  wish  to  be  con¬ 
sistent,  and  if  we  wish  to  follow  the 
thinking  of  the  Senator  from  North 
Dakota  in  proposing  a  20-percent  cut 
and  80  percent  support,  it  seems  to  me 
the  logical  thing  to  do  is  to  provide  for 
85-percent  support  and  a  25-percent  cut. 
The  payment  in  kind  provision  com¬ 
mends  itself,  and  makes  sense.  If  we 
really  want  wheat  legislation,  we  ought 
to  put  the  bill  in  some  sort  of  shape  so 
that  there  will  be  a  chance  of  its  be¬ 
coming  law.  I  personally  hope  that 
agreement  may  be  based  on  85-percent 
support  and  a  25-percent  reduction. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  I 
would  vote  for  such  an  amendment  if 
there  were  the  slightest  chance  that  it 
would  be  approved  by  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  and  President  Eisenhower. 
Some  of  the  strongest  language  to  come 
from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  was 
placed  in  the  Congressional  Record  last 
Thursday  in  opposition  to  an  80 -percent 
support.  They  claimed  it  was  far  out 
of  reason.  Certainly  85-percent  sup¬ 
port  would  fare  no  better. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  That  was 
80-percent  support  with  a  20-percent  cut. 
It  seems  to  me  that  we  ought  to  have  85- 
percent  support  with  a  25-percent  cut. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  2  minutes.  Then  I  shall  yield 
back  the  remainder  cf  the  time. 

My  difficulty  with  the  bill  is  this:  I 
always  have  to  think  about  it  in  terms 
of  what  I  would  do  under  a  given  circum¬ 
stance.  If  I  were  a  wheat  farmer  with 
100  acres  of  wheat,  my  acreage  under 
this  bill,  would  be  reduced  by  25  percent. 
I  would  have  75  acres  of  wheat  and  25 
acres  which  I  could  use  for  something 
else.  For  the  wheat  on  the  75  acres,  I 
would  get  90  percent  of  parity.  I  am 
sure  that  if  I  were  trying  to  be  a  Yankee 
trader,  I  would  certainly  surrender  the 
poorest  acres  I  had.  Then  what  would 
I  do?  I  could  do  two  things.  I  could 
plant  potatoes,  for  one  thing.  They  are 
not  price  supported.  I  could  plant 
vegetables.  I  would  get  90  percent  on 
the  75  acres  of  wheat.  I  could  plant  25 
acres  in  another  crop.  Then  trouble 
would  begin  for  other  crops.  We  would 
have  a  problem. 

I  could  do  something  else  with  the  25 
acres.  In  addition  to  getting  90  percent 
of  parity,  I  could  plant  corn.  I  could 
not  get  a  wheat  loan  if  I  planted  a  price 
supported  crop,  but  I  could  take  my 
chances  and  sell  the  wheat  at  90  percent 
of  parity,  and  I  would  have  25  acres 
which  I  planted  to  corn.  Corn  is  a  good 
feed  grain.  So  it  all  adds  up  to  what? 
Does  it  solve  anything?  It  does  not.  It 
will  cause  more  of  a  problem  than  we 
have  at  the  present  time.  Therefore  the 
difficulty  I  find  myself  in,  obviously,  is 
that  I  am  compelled  under  the  circum¬ 
stances  to  vote  a^m"4:  the  motion  and 
to  vote  against  the  amendment.  Mr. 


President,  I  ask  unanimous  consent,  in 
connection  with  my  remarks,  to  have 
a  statement  I  prepared  printed  in  the 
Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Statement  by  Senator  Dirksen 

H. R.  7246  contains  a  temporary  wheat  pro¬ 
gram,  since  it  is  applicable  only  to  two 
wheat  crops,  the  1960  and  1961  crops.  At 
the  end  of  the  2 -year  period  the  program 
would  revert  to  the  present  program. 

Under  the  bill  farmers  would  be  given  a 
90  percent  of  parity  support  level,  and  each 
individual’s  share  of  the  55-million-acre 
minimum  allotment  will  be  reduced  by  25 
percent. 

The  bill  would  also  make  these  additional 
changes  in  existing  legislation: 

I.  Only  farms  with  wheat  acreages  of  the 
smaller  of  12  acres  or  the  highest  number 
of  acres  planted  to  wheat  for  harvest  in  1957, 
1958,  or  1959  would  be  exempt  from  market¬ 
ing  quotas. 

2.  The  30-acre  limitation  on  the  feed 
wheat  exemption  permitting  a  farmer  to  har¬ 
vest  up  to  30  acres  is  eliminated. 

3.  The  marketing  quota  penalty  rate  is 
raised  to  65  percent  of  parity  and  is  based  on 
actual  production  on  excess  acres  instead 
of  the  present  marketing  quotas  excess  con¬ 
cept  using  normal  production.  Until  the 
actual  production  figure  is  established,  the 
penalty  would  be  based  on  twice  the  normal 
yield  on  the  excess  acres. 

4.  The  minimum  sales  price  for  unre¬ 
stricted  sales  of  wheat  from  CCC  stocks  is 
continued  at  105  percent  of  the  90  percent 
of  parity  support  level  plus  reasonable  car¬ 
rying  charges. 

5.  That  payments-in-kind,  equal  to  one- 
third  of  average  yields  per  acre,  shall  be 
made  from  Government  stores  of  wheat  to 
those  growers  who  agree  not  to  harvest  any 
crop,  or  to  use  for  pasture,  the  land  taken 
out  of  wheat  production.  Only  those  farm¬ 
ers  who  completely  Idled  their  reduced  wheat 
acreage  would  receive  payments-in-kind. 
The  bill  still  would  deny  wheat  price  supports 
to  any  farmer  who  increased  his  plantings  to 
other  price  supported  crops  while  cutting 
back  his  wheat  acreage.  The  land  diverted 
from  wheat  would  not  be  eligible  for  conser¬ 
vation  reserve  payments. 

6.  That,  if  the  new  program  fails  to  re¬ 
ceive  a  two-thirds  vote  in  a  referendum  of 
wheatgrowers,  then  all  wheat  producers, 
regardless  of  whether  they  comply  with  acre¬ 
age  allotments,  will  receive  a  support  price 
at  50  percent  of  parity.  If  marketing  quotas 
are  disapproved,  the  present  surplus  of 
wheat  could  not  be  released  by  CCC  for 
less  than  75  percent  of  parity  plus  5  percent 
plus  reasonable  carrying  charges. 

7.  At  the  end  of  the  2-year  life  of  the 
legislation,  the  wheat  program  would  revert 
to  that  provided  under  present  law,  unless 
the  Congress  takes  further  action  before 
the  1962  crops  are  planted. 

We  do  not  favor  this  bill  because  it  pro¬ 
vides  for  price  support  at  unrealistic  and  in¬ 
centive  levels  which  will  offset  to  a  large 
extent  the  reduction  in  production. 

While  the  bill  provides  for  90  perccent  of 
parity  support  levels  for  wheat,  it  is  bound 
to  result  in  a  market  price  for  wheat  close 
to  95  percent  of  parity.  The  effect  of  sup¬ 
port  of  any  significant  portion  of  the  crop 
at  90  percent  of  parity  will  be  a  market 
price  close  to  95-percent  level  because  of  the 
operation  of  the  payment-in-kind  export 
program.  This  high  market  price  in  turn 
will  have  these  effects: 

(a)  The  annual  cost  of  the  wheat  export 
subsidy  will  be  increased  by  over  $200  mil¬ 
lion  as  compared  with  the  present  program. 

(b)  There  will  be  a  price  incentive  to  in¬ 
crease  yields  on  the  reduced  acreage  as 
much  as  possible,  and  this  will  tend  to 


reduce  significantly  the  production  effects 
resulting  from  the  acreage  cutbacks.  The 
mandatory  supports  will  be  at  levels  which 
so  stimulate  new  technology  and  the  new 
flow  of  capital  into  production  as  to  offset 
in  large  part  the  control  effort. 

(c)  Producers  will  tend  to  reduce  their 
wheat  acreage  with  the  poorer  land,  thus 
the  acreage  left  in  wheat  will  have  an  above- 
average  production  potential.  With  the 
high  level  of  support  producers  will  strive 
for  even  higher  yields,  and  with  the  better 
land  the  wheat  crop  would  be  reduced  by 
an  amount  smaller  than  the  acreage  cut. 
The  reduction  in  wheat  output  might  not 
be  more  than  15  percent. 

This  bill  is  also  deficient  for  the  follow¬ 
ing  reasons: 

(a)  It  would  amend  the  15-percent  exemp¬ 
tion  by  reducing  this  exemption  to  the  lower 
of  12  acres  or  the  highest  planted  acreage 
in  1957,  1958,  or  1959.  This  modification 
will  prohibit  any  new  producers  from  har¬ 
vesting  any  wheat  free  of  penalty.  However, 
this  change  does  not  go  far  enough  in  view 
of  the  immensity  of  the  wheat  problem,  if 
the  controls  are  to  be  effective.  There  will 
be  every  price  incentive  to  harvest  as  much 
as  legally  permitted.  The  15-acre  exemption 
has  contributed  significantly  to  the  surplus 
and  needs  to  be  eliminated.  The  higher 
market  price  will  provide  an  incentive  to 
utilize  this  provision  to  the  maximum  per¬ 
mitted.  It  maintains  an  undesirable  loop¬ 
hole. 

(b)  It  changes  the  voting  requirement  but 
continues  the  unfair  disenfranchisement  of 
60  percent  of  the  wheatgrowers.  Wheat  Is 
the  only  commodity  for  which  the  right  to 
vote  is  affected  by  the  size  of  the  acreage. 
This  is  an  unfair  discrimination  against  the 
small  family  farm. 

(c)  Diverted  wheat  acreage  could  be 
shifted  into  crops  not  now  price  supported, 
such  as  potatoes,  vegetables,  popcorn,  broom 
corn,  etc.,  creating  surpluses  in  these  crops. 
This  in  turn  could  lead  to  the  need  for 
Government  help  to  these  producers,  since 
their  problems  would  have  been  the  result 
of  a  Government  program. 

(d)  Support  at  the  90  percent  of  parity 
level  for  wheat  would  provide  a  special  ad¬ 
vantage  to  wheat  not  available  to  growers 
of  other  crops.  In  addition,  it  should  be 
noted  that  this  approach  would  result  in 
a  higher  level  of  parity  for  wheat  in  the 
same  manner  as  tobacco.  This  would  in¬ 
crease  the  cost  of  the  program  over  time. 

(e)  If  we  assume  a  reduction  of  14  million 
acres,  this  would  leave  a  balance  of  about  44 
million  acres.  It  is  generally  agreed  that  the 
acreage  withdrawn  from  wheat  production 
will  be  the  poorest  producing  acres  on  the 
farm.  Also,  the  production  stimulus  of  the 
higher  price  will  offset  greatly  the  reduced 
acreage.  Thus,  this  program  attempts  to  go 
in  two  directions  at  the  same  time. 

It  is  difficult  to  estimate  the  potential  cost 
of  this  program.  We  know  that  the  export 
subsidy  will  be  increased  by  $200  million. 
In  addition,  there  will  be  the  additional  cost 
of  the  payment-in-kind  provision  which  is 
estimated  at  a  maximum  of  $181  million,  but 
will  probably  be  less  than  this. 

Another  variable  will  be  the  fact  that 
many  farmers  will  decide  to  take  advantage 
of  the  loopholes  in  this  legislation.  Under 
this  bill  a  producer  may  reduce  his  wheat 
acreage  by  25  percent  and  plant  the  diverted 
acreage  to  another  price-supported  crop,  for 
example,  corn.  All  he  will  lose  will  be  his 
eligibility  for  a  wheat  loan.  However,  since 
enough  farmers  will  cooperate  so  as  to  make 
the  support  program  effective,  the  farmer 
who  takes  advantage  of  the  loophole  can  sell 
his  wheat  at  90  percent  of  parity  or  better 
and  obtain  price  support  on  all  his  other 
price-supported  crops.  Farmers  will  get  on 
to  this  quickly. 

The  saving  from  reduced  production  of 
wheat  will  be  $270  million. 
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It  would  appear  that  on  balance  this  pro¬ 
posed  program  Is  $110  million  more  expensive, 
than  the  excessively  costly  present  program. 
During  the  last  5  years  the  net  realized  cost 
for  supporting  price  and  income  of  wheat 
producers  was  over  $2.5  billion.  In  addition, 
carryover  stocks  will  have  been  built  up  to 
about  1.5  billion  bushels  by  July  1,  1960. 
This  is  about  three  times  U.S.  food  needs. 
It  is  costing  CCC  over  $1  million  per  day  just 
for  storage  and  interest  on  this  tremendous 
surplus. 

It  is  for  the  above  reasons  that  we  do  not 
recommend  the  adoption  of  this  bill  even  if 
Congress  elects  to  take  the  approach  of 
greater  controls.  It  is  self-defeating. 

If  an  attempt  is  made  to  solve  the  wheat 
problem  by  more  controls,  we  feel  that  action 
along  the  following  lines  needs  to  be  taken. 

If  the  control  concept  is  to  be  retained  in 
the  wheat  program,  it  is  essential  that  the 
loopholes  be  closed  and  effective  actions  be 
taken  to  bring  production  down  until  stocks 
are  reduced  to  desirable  levels.  The  legisla¬ 
tive  changes  needed  would  include  such  as 
the  following: 

(a)  Base  price  supports  on  a  percentage  of 
average  market  prices  of  the  immediately 
preceding  years,  or,  if  the  present  standard  is 
retained,  give  the  Secretary  the  same  discre¬ 
tion  as  he  has  for  most  other  commodities. 

(b)  Eliminate  the  provision  allowing  any 
farmer  to  produce  and  market  up  to  15  acres 
of  wheat.  This  loophole  alone  will  account 
for  some  600  million  bushels,  or  40  percent 
of  the  estimated  accumulated  carryover  as  of 
July  1,  1960. 

(c)  Permit  all  wheat  growers  to  vote  in 
the  marketing  quota  referendum — not  just 
the  larger  producers. 

(d)  Base  compliance  with  acreage  allot¬ 
ments  on  a  planted,  rather  than  a  harvested, 
basis. 

(e)  Increase  the  penalty  rate  for  over¬ 
planting  to  a  point  that  will  stop  this  prac¬ 
tice. 

(f)  Base  the  penalty  for  overplanting  on 
the  actual  overproduction  rather  than  the 
normal  yield  per  acre. 

(g)  Eliminate  the  55-million-acre  mini¬ 
mum  to  allow  adjusting  the  acreage  to  the 
amount  of  wheat  than  can  be  sold  for  dol¬ 
lars  under  the  support  price  that  prevails. 

(h)  Consider  allotments  on  a  bushelage 
instead  of  an  acreage  basis. 

However,  we  feel  that  the  following  pro¬ 
posals  are  preferable  to  the  tightening  of 
controls : 

WHEAT 

The  preferred  proposed  legislation  would 
remove  the  present  30-acre  limit  on  the 
number  of  acres  of  wheat  which  may  be 
grown  on  a  farm  for  use  on  the  farm  as 
feed,  food,  or  seed  without  penalty.  Acre¬ 
age  allotments  and  marketing  quotas  on 
wheat  would  be  discontinued  beginning  with 
the  1963  crop. 

The  level  of  price  support  for  the  1960, 
1961,  and  1962  crops  of  wheat  would  be  75 
percent  of  the  average  price  received  by 
farmers  during  the  3  preceding  marketing 
years.  The  level  of  price  support  for  the 
1963  and  subsequent  crops  would  be  90  per¬ 
cent  of  the  average  price  received  by  farm¬ 
ers  for  the  3  preceding  marketing  years. 

CONSERVATION  RESERVE  PROGRAM 

The  proposed  legislation  would  make 
changes  in  the  existing  law  applicable  to  the 
conservation  reserve  program  as  follows: 

(a)  Extend  for  3  additional  years  the  au¬ 
thority  for  entering  into  and  carrying  out 
contracts  under  the  conservation  reserve 
program. 

(b)  Increase  the  limitation  on  the  amount 
of  the  obligations  which  may  be  incurred 
under  the  program  from  $450  million  to  $500 
million  in  any  calendar  year. 

(c)  Provide  specific  authority  for  giving 
special  consideration  to  those  States  and  re¬ 
gions  where  it  is  necessary  to  discourage  the 


production  of  wheat  in  distributing  the  na¬ 
tional  conservation  reserve  goal  and  allocat¬ 
ing  the  funds  to  the  States. 

EXTENSION  OF  PUBLIC  LAW  480 

The  proposed  legislation  would : 

(1)  Extend  title  I  of  the  Agricultural 
Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of 
1954  for  3  years. 

(2)  Increase  the  amount  authorized  to  be 
expended  under  title  I  of  such  act  by  $4,500 
million. 

(3)  Extend  title  II  of  the  act  for  3  years. 

(4)  Increase  the  amount  authorized  to  be 
expended  under  title  II  of  such  act  from 
$800  million  to  $1,500  million. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  What  is  the  alter¬ 
native? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Existing  law. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  yield  2  minutes  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
hope  that  the  Senate  will  not  consider 
this  amendment  favorably.  It  will  have 
to  go  back  to  the  House.  I  am  well  in¬ 
formed  when  I  say  that  the  House  will 
not  be  willing  to  vote  for  85  percent  of 
parity.  We  voted  for  80  percent  last 
week,  with  a  20  percent  cut,  and  that 
was  defeated  in  the  House.  My  fear  is 
that  if  the  bill  is  sent  back  to  the  House 
it  will  be  delayed,  and  unless  we  act 
upon  this  bill  promptly  and  send  it  to 
the  White  House,  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  will  be  compelled  to  proceed  un¬ 
der  the  present  law. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield  for  a  ques¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Does  not 
the  Senator  recognize  the  fact  that  the 
conference  agreement  was  rejected  in 
the  House  by  a  combination  of  two  ex¬ 
tremes,  but  that  with  85  percent  sup¬ 
port  we  would  make  a  concession  in  one 
direction  and  with  the  25  percent  cut 
we  would  make  a  concession  in  the  other 
direction,  and  we  might  get  agreement? 
Does  the  Senator  really  believe  that  this 
bill,  if  it  should  be  passed  without  the 
amendment,  will  be  signed  at  the  White 
House? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  do  not  believe  that 
any  bill  will  be  signed,  to  be  perfectly 
frank. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  We 
should  move  in  the  direction  of  some 
chance  of  a  bill  being  signed. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  There  is  no  use  of 
sending  it  back  to  the  House.  It  will 
mean  delay.  I  move  to  lay  the  amend¬ 
ment  on  the  table. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  ask  for 
the  yeas  and  nays  on  the  amendment. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  does  the  Senator  from  Louisi¬ 
ana  move  to  table  the  amendment? 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Yes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  will  ask  the  Senator  from  Louisi¬ 
ana  if  he  moves  to  table. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes;  I  move  to  table 
it. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
motion  is  not  debatable. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  If  it  is  in  order,  I  ask 
for  the  yeas  and  nays  on  final  passage. 


The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  A  parliamentary  in¬ 
quiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Does  the  vote  come 
on  the  motion  to  table  the  Case  amend¬ 
ment? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  That  is 
correct. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  a  parli¬ 
amentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Must  all  time  be 
yielded  back  first? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Not  on  the 
motion. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  yield  2  minutes  to 
the  Senator  from  Colorado. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  the  oth¬ 
er  evening,  in  the  late  hour,  we  had  the 
unfortunate  procedure  of  having  to  legis¬ 
late  on  this  wheat  matter.  It  is  unfor¬ 
tunate  that  today  we  face  the  question  of 
voting  upon  this  matter  during  a  limita¬ 
tion  of  time.  I  wish  to  say  that  after 
much  soul  searching,  and  although  I 
come  from  a  State  which  produces  a 
great  deal  of  wheat,  I  shall  have  to  op¬ 
pose  the  motion  to  concur  in  the  House 
amendment.  I  do  it  for  this  reason: 
After  sharpening  my  own  pencil  and  do¬ 
ing  a  little  bit  of  work,  I  find  that  the  net 
effect  on  the  farmer  will  be  to  reduce  his 
wheat  income  in  something  like  the  ratio 
of  75  to  67  y2.  The  wheat  farmer  cannot 
stand,  under  the  price  structure,  and 
even  under  the  price  structure  in  this 
bill,  a  20-percent  cut. 

We  talk  about  subsidizing  the  farmers. 
However,  when  we  see  the  amount  of 
wheat  which  goes  into  a  loaf  of  bread  we 
realize  that  it  is  not  the  farmer  who  gets 
the  subsidies.  It  is  the  man  who  makes 
the  bread. 

Therefore,  for  my  own  part,  because 
I  think  it  would  put  out  of  business  not 
the  big  wheat  farmers,  not  those  with 
2,000  or  10,000  or  15,000  acres,  but  the 
small  wheat  farmer,  I  shall  vote  against 
the  motion.  Also,  I  do  not  think  that 
this  proposal  begins  to  provide  the  final 
solution  to  the  wheat  problem.  I  do  not 
believe  we  ever  will  until  we  put  controls 
on  a  bushel  basis.  I  hope  that  at  some 
time  Congress  will  do  that. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  yield  back  the  remainder  of  my 
time. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  yield  back  the  re¬ 
mainder  of  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of 
the  Senator  from  Texas  [Mr.  Johnson], 
that  the  Senate  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendment  of  the  House, 
and  agree  to  the  same. 

On  this  question  the  yeas  and  nays 
have  been  ordered,  and  the  clerk  will 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President, 
what  is  the  question? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of 
the  Senator  from  Texas  [Mr.  Johnson], 
that  the  Senate  recede  from  its  disagree- 
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ment  to  the  amendment  of  the  House, 
and  agree  to  the  same. 

The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  Chief  Clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  ANDERSON  (when  his  name  was 
called) .  On  this  vote  I  have  a  pair 
with  the  senior  Senator  from  Wyoming 
[Mr.  O’Mahoney].  If  he  were  present 
and  voting,  he  would  vote  “yea.”  If  I 
were  free  to  vote,  I  would  vote  “nay.” 
I  withhold  my  vote. 

The  Chief  Clerk  resumed  and  con¬ 
cluded  the  call  of  the  roll. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd], 
the  Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Ful- 
bright],  the  Senator  from  Tennessee 
[Mr.  Gore],  the  Senator  from  Alabama 
[Mr.  Hill],  the  Senator  from  Massachu¬ 
setts  [Mr.  Kennedy],  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas  [Mr.  McClellan],  the  Senator 
from  Maine  [Mr.  Muskie],  the  Senator 
from  West  Virginia  [Mr.  Randolph],  and 
the  Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Russell], 
are  absent  on  official  business. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
Wyoming  [Mr.  O'Mahoney]  is  absent 
because  of  illness. 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Vir¬ 
ginia  [Mr.  Byrd]  is  paired  with  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Ken¬ 
nedy],  If  present  and  voting,  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Virginia  would  vote  “nay”  and 
the  Senator  from  Massachusetts  would 
vote  “yea.” 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  New  Hampshire  [Mr. 
Bridges],  the  Senator  from  Kentucky 
[Mr.  Cooper],  and  the  Senator  from  Ari¬ 
zona  [Mr.  Goldwater]  are  necessarily 
absent. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator 
from  New  Hampshire  [Mr.  Bridges] 
would  vote  “nay.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  44, 
nays  40,  as  follows: 

YEAS— 44 


Bartlett 

Bible 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Cannon 

Carroll 

Chavez 

Church 

Clark 

Douglas 

Ellender 

Engle 

Ervin 

Green 

Hart 

Hartke 


Aiken 

Allott 

Beall 

Bennett 

Bush 

Butler 

Capehart 

Carlson 

Case,  N.J. 

Case.  S.  Dak. 

Cotton 

Curtis 

Dirksen 

Dodd 


Hayden 

Hennings 

Humphrey 

Jackson 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Johnston,  S.C. 

Jordan 

Kefauver 

Kerr 

Langer 

Long 

McCarthy 

McGee 

McNamara 

Magnuson 

NAYS— 40 
Dworshak 
Eastland 
Frear 
Gruening 
Hickenlooper 
Holland 
Hruska 
Javits 
Keating 
Kuchel 
Lausche 
Martin 
Morton 
Neuberger 


Mansfield 

Monroney 

Morse 

Moss 

Mundt 

Murray 

Proxmire 

Sparkman 

Stennis 

Symington 

Talmadge 

Yarborough 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Young,  Ohio 


Pas  tore 

Prouty 

Robertson 

Saltonstall 

Schoeppel 

Scott 

Smathers 

Smith 

Thurmond 

Wiley 

Williams,  N.J. 
Williams,  Del. 


NOT  VOTING— 14 


Anderson 
Bridges 
Byrd,  Va. 
Cooper 
Fulbright 


Goldwater 

Gore 

Hill 

Kennedy 

McClellan 


Muskie 

O’Mahoney 

Randolph 

Russell 


So  the  motion  of  Mr.  Johnson  of  Texas 
was  agreed  to. 


Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mi’.  President,  I 
move  that  the  Senate  reconsider  the  vote 
by  which  the  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  move  to 
lay  on  the  table  the  motion  to  reconsider. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

THE  YOUTH  CONSERVATION 
CORPS 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  the 
support  for  our  proposal  for  a  Youth 
Conservation  Corps,  S.  812,  which  has 
been  favorably  reported  to  the  full  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Labor  and  Public  Welfare,  con¬ 
tinues  to  grow  throughout  the  country. 

Most  recently  I  received  a  letter  indi¬ 
cating  the  very  great  interest  of  organ¬ 
ized  labor  in  this  legislation. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  in  the  Record  at  this 
point,  a  letter  from  Mr.  Richard  C.  Rad- 
man,  Jr.,  secretary  of  the  St.  Paul  Build¬ 
ing  and  Construction  Trades  Council,  St. 
Paul,  Minn. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 

St.  Paul  Building  and 
, Construction  Trades  Council, 

St.  Paul,  Minn.,  June  11, 19 
Senator  Hubert  H.  Humphrey, 

U.S.  Senate)'.^ ashington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator:  The  St.  Paul  Building  and 
Construction  Trades  Council  has/carefully 
considered  youX.  proposed  youty  conserva¬ 
tion  legislation  S,  812  and  wg  enthusias¬ 
tically  endorse  this  pill. 

We  believe  that  iX.  S.  812  enacted  into 
law  it  will  not  only  bfepefit  the  construction 
industry,  but  the  Nation  qs  a  whole. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Richard  C.  Radman,  Jr., 

Secretary. 

TREND  TOWARD  LEGISLATION  BY 

DECREE— ADDRESS  BY  FORMER 

SUPREME  /  COURT 

BYRNES 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President\in 
an  outstanding  address  before  the  Geo) 
gia  Bay  Association  on  Friday  night) 
formeySupreme  Court  Justice  James  F. 
Byrnes  criticized  the  Court’s  recent 
trend  toward  legislating  by  decree,  and 
he /upholds  the  right  of  the  people  to 
tpie  exception  to  such  decrees  without 
eing  termed  “unpatriotic.” 

It  is  significant  that  Governor  Byrnes, 
now  retired  from  public  life  but  having 
an  unparalleled  record  of  achievement 
in  high  positions  in  all  branches  of  State 
and  Federal  Government,  should  have 
made  such  an  address.  No  living  Amer¬ 
ican  is  better  qualified  than  he  to  dis¬ 
cuss  the  responsibilities  of  men  in  pub¬ 
lic  life,  and  to  warn  of  the  intoxicating 
power  under  which  many  of  these  public 
servants  fall. 

Governor  Byrnes’  address  earnestly 
discusses  the  impact  of  Court  decisions 
in  segregation  cases  on  the  South.  His 
presentation  is  a  brilliant  one  through¬ 
out.  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  it  be 
printed  in  the  body  of  the  Record  at  the 
conclusion  of  these  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  address 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 


Text  of  Byrnes  Speech  Before  Georgia  Bar 
Association  ‘ 

One  result  of  the  decision  of  the  §dpreme 
Court  in  the  segregation  cases  has  .been  the 
persistent  effort  on  the  part  of  Influential 
groups  to  brainwash  the  people  Into  believ¬ 
ing  that  criticism  of  the  Coyrt’s  decision 
is  unpatriotic  if  not  unlawful.  That  is 
'absurd. 

A  decision  of  the  Supreme  Court,  within 
the  limits  of  the  issues  actually  decided,  is 
the  law  of  the  case,  but fit  is  not  the  law  of 
the  land.  These  parties'involved  in  the  case 
decided  by  the  Corn n,  without  question, 
must  obey  the  final  decree  of  the  Court. 
But  the  people  of  the  United  States  have  the 


right  to  express 
decision,  and 


jfeir  opinion  of  the  Court's 
recall  the  statement  of 
Abraham  Lincoln  that,  “To  sin  by  silence 
when  they  should  protest  makes  cowards 
out  of  men.' 

The  U.S./Government  has  the  power  to 
enforce  the  decrees  of  its  courts.  No  sane 
southerner  advocates  resistance  by  any  un¬ 
lawful  yhethod,  but  even  as  they  obey  the 
law,  they  have  the  right — yes,  I  think  the 
duty^to  let  the  people  of  the  United  States 
kno.w  that  they  believe  the  decision  was  a 
violation  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
(ates. 

LAW  OF  LAND 

Those  who  assume  to  lecture  southerners 
about  the  law  of  the  land  should  know  that 
the  Constitution  itself  refers  to  the  Consti¬ 
tution  and  all  laws  of  the  United  States 
made  in  pursuance  thereof  as  the  supreme 
law  of  the  land. 

Courts  have  only  the  power  to  declare 
what  legal  obligation  is  applicable  in  a  par¬ 
ticular  case  between  the  parties  to  the  case. 
They  do  not  have  the  power  to  make  laws. 
That  is  the  exclusive  prerogative  of  the 
Congress.  A  court's  decision  affects  other 
cases  only  as  it  shows  what  the  court  may, 
in  the  future,  decide  in  similar  cases. 

Those  who  wish  to  clothe  with  infallibility 
the  segregation  decision  as  the  law  of  the 
land,  should  remember  that  the  doctrine  of 
separate  but  equal  school  facilities  for  the 
races  had  been  upheld  by  the  Supreme  Court 
for  58  years. 

During  that  period  some  of  the  same  peo¬ 
ple  who  now  denounce  southerners  for  fail¬ 
ing  to  cooperate  in  enforcing  the  Court’s  de¬ 
cision,  themselves  had  persistently  demand¬ 
ed  a  reversal  of  the  separate  but  equal  doc¬ 
trine.  And  most  of  those  people  did  not 
cease  to  criticize  the  prohibition  laws  until 
they  brought  about  their  repeal. 

PROTESTS  OF  JUSTICES 

Whatever  success  our  critics  have  had  in 
icing  some  in  our  midst,  they  have  not 
the  judges  of  the  State  courts  or 
the  members  of  the  bar.  Nothing  was  more 
lg  than  the  action  of  the  chief  jus¬ 
tices  of\36  States  in  formally  protesting 
against  the.  recent  decisions  of  the  Supreme 
Court  recklessly  invalidating  the  constitu¬ 
tions  and  lawk  of  the  States. 

It  required  s'uperb  courage  for  the  Ameri¬ 
can  Bar  Association,  composed  of  lawyers 
from  every  State  hi  the  Union,  to  record  its 
criticism  of  the  Supreme  Court.  Those  law¬ 
yers  knew  that  in  representing  clients,  they, 
might  be  required  to  Appear  before  the  Su¬ 
preme  Court.  They  couffi  not  know  whether 
their  action  would  be  resented  and  con¬ 
sciously  or  unconsciously  affect  the  determi¬ 
nation  of  their  cases. 

It  is  our  duty  to  let  the  people  of  other 
sections  know  that  the  attitudeqf  the  South 
is  due  not  to  racial  prejudice  but'to  the  firm 
belief  that  the  Court  has  arrogated^  to  itself 
the  power  of  a  third  legislature  and  if  not 
curbed  by  the  Congress,  will  destroy  local 
governments. 

REVERE  CONSTITUTION 

In  no  other  section  of  the  country  coultj 
there  be  found  lawyers  with  greater  rever-\ 
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ence  for  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States.  They  have  reason  for  their  reverence. 
The  founders  of  this  Republic  came  here  to 
escape  oppression  of  governments  in  the  Old 
World. 

They  refused  to  ratify  the  United  States 
Constitution  until  political  leaders  gave  as¬ 
surances  it  soon  would  be  amended.  In  ac¬ 
cordance  with  these  promises,  the  10th 
amendment  was  adopted,  providing  “The 
powers  not  delegated  \to  the  United  States 
by  the  Constitution  nor,  prohibited  by  it  to 
the  States,  are  reserved  to  the  States  respec¬ 
tively  or  to  the  people.”  TJbis  is  still  part  of 
the  Constitution  and  the  judge  who  know¬ 
ingly  violates  this  provision  violates  his  oath 
to  uphold  the  Constitution.  \ 

Heretofore  we  have  had  great,  respect  for 
the  Supreme  Court  because  we  ha\e  regarded 
it  as  the  defender  of  the  Constitution.  We 
have  relied  upon  the  Court  for  protection 
against  either  the  Executive  or  the  Cdtjgress, 
acting  in  violation  of  the  Constitution! 

We  believe  in  the  provisions  of  article.  VI 
which  states  that  “the  Constitution  and  laws 


If  the  age  of  our  Constitution  is  to  be 
held  against  the  soundness  of  its  fundamen¬ 
tal  principles,  what  about  the  age  of  our 
religion?  If  time  invalidates  truth  in  one 
field,  will  it  not  do  so  in  another? 

The  Court  in  its  opinion,  citing  no  au¬ 
thority  other  than  the  writings  of  several 
sociologists  who  had  not  testified  in  the  case, 
but  had  been  investigated  by  the  House  Un- 
American  Activities  Committee,  amended 
the  Constitution  and  invalidated  the  con¬ 
stitutions  and  statutes  of  17  States. 

WAY  TO  AMEND 

A  distinguished  member  of  your  associa¬ 
tion,  Charles  J.  Bloch,  in  his  scholarly  work 
“States  Rights — The  Law  of  the  Land,” 
quotes  the  elder  Justice  Harlan,  as  having 
said  in  a  court  decision  50  years  ago:  "The 
country  should  never  be  allowed  to  think 
that  the  Constitution  can  in  any  case  be 
evaded  or  amended  by  mere  judicial  inter¬ 
pretation  or  that  its  behest  may  be  nullified 
by  an  ingenious  construction  of  its  provi¬ 
sions.”  That  statement  is  as  true  today  as 
it  was  a  half  century  ago. 

But  it  is  not  only  in  amending  the  U.S. 


made  in  pursuant  thereof  shall  be  the  sti\ 

preme  law  of  the  land,”  and  that  the  Con- \  .  ,.  _  _  .  . 

stitution  can  be  amended  only  in  the  man-  \Constitution  that  the  Supreme  Court  has 
ner  provided  in  article  V  of  that  instrument,  aroused  the  fears  of  the  South.  It  has  m- 
We  believe  the  safety  of  the  Republic  and  validated  the  constitutions  and  laws  of 

many  States,  where  Communists  or  Com- 


the  liberties  of  the  people  are  endangered 
when  the  Supreme  Court,  instead  of  dis¬ 
charging  its  duty  of  interpreting  the  Con¬ 
stitution,  attempts  to  rewrite  it.  And  we  be¬ 
lieve  that  is  exactly  what  the  Supreme  Court 
did  in  the  segregation  cases. 

ASKED  evidence 

After  those  cases  were  first  heard,  the 
Court  asked  for  further  argument,  request¬ 
ing  counsel  to  answer  first  this  question: 
“What  evidence  is  there  that  the  Congress 
which  submitted  and  the  State  legislatures 
or  conventions  which  ratified  the  14th 
amendment,  contemplated  or  did  not  con¬ 
template,  that  it  would  abolish  segregation 
in  public  schools?” 

Certainly  the  14th  amendment  does  not 
mention  schools,  but  it  is  an  accepted  max¬ 
im  of  the  law  that  if  in  interpreting  the 
Constitution  the  Court  thinks  there  are 
doubtful  expressions,  it  should  seek  from  the 
records  the  purpose  for  which  the  amend¬ 
ment  was  adopted.  The  request  for  reargu¬ 
ment  indicated  the  Court  was  in  doubt. 

John  W.  Oavis,  the  ablest  constitutional 
lawyer  of  our  time,  represented  South  Car¬ 
olina.  He  showed  that  when  the  14th 
amendment  was  considered  by  Congress,  it 
rejected  proposals  that  segregated  schools 
should  be  specifically  prohibited,  and  the 
same  Congress  enacted  legislation  recogniz¬ 
ing  separate  schools  for  the  races  in  the  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Columbia. 

He  further  showed  that  24  of  the  37  State 
then  existing,  legally  sanctioned  segregated 
schools.  The  proof  that  the  14th  amend¬ 
ment  was  never  intended  by  the  Con  gross  or 
the  States  to  apply  to  public  schools/was  so 
overwhelming  that  the  Court  did  riot  have 
the  temerity  to  declare  the  contrary.  It 
feebly  said  the  legislative  histo/y  was  "in¬ 
conclusive.” 

FLIMSY  REASONING 

Now  the  burden  was  on/the  petitioners. 
If  the  proof  of  intent  was/nconclusive,  then 
the  Court  should  have/said  just  what  it 
said  2  years  later  in  the  case  of  Ullmann  v. 
United  States:  “Nothing  new  can  be  put  in 
the  Constitution  except  through  the  amend¬ 
atory  process.”  / 

Instead,  the  c/urt  declared  “We  cannot 
turn  the  clock/  back  to  1868  when  the 
amendment  w&s  adopted  or  to  1896  when 
Plessy  v.  Fey^uson  was  written.” 

Then  why  did  the  Court  ask  counsel  to 
file  briefs/as  to  the  intent  of  Congress  and 
the  States  in  1868  and  to  argue  whether  the 
Court  / as  bound  by  its  decision  in  Plessy  v. 
Ferguson? 


munist  sympathizers  were  involved. 

In  the  Slochower  case,  the  Court  decide 
the  State  of  New  York  could  not  by  (Aw 
prescribe\qualifications  for  teachers. 

California,  and  New  Mexico  have  bee/  told 
they  cannoV  regulate  the  licensing  fit  per¬ 
sons  to  practice  law. 

\  GIRARD  CASE 

Stephen  GirarcK  in  his  will  126  years  ago 
bequested  funds  for  the  establishment  of 
Girard  College  for  the  education  of  white 
boys.  Trustees  were  pppoi/ted  by  the  city 
of  Philadelphia,  but  t/e/ acted  only  irt  a 
fiduciary  capacity,  not  1  bent  of  public  money 
being  spent.  /  \ 

The  will  was  sustained  by'  ..the  State  courts, 
but  upon  appeal  the  Supreme  Court,  that 
had  amended  the  Oonstitutioiiy  held  the  will 
discriminated  against  Negroes,  and  amended 
the  will.  They  a  State  court\appointed 
trustees  in  pl/ce  of  those  previously  ap¬ 
pointed  by  the  city.  The  Negroes  again  ap¬ 
pealed,  but/the  nationwide  protests  against 
the  Court/ setting  aside  the  will  evidently 


“amount  to  an  encroachment  on  the  jud 
ciary  which  bodes  ill  for  the  peoples  of  tins 
land.”  That  is  a  severe  indictment  o y  the 
representatives  of  the  people.  It  is  /  bold 
challenge  to  the  power  of  the  Congrp 

POWER  INTOXICATES 

The  oongressonal  committee  criticized  by 
the  four  Justices,  has  been  in  Existence  for 
many  years.  Every  2  years  it/has  been  ex¬ 
pressly  continued  and  given/appropriations. 
The  Congressmen  of  both  ^parties  who  sup¬ 
port  this  committee  should  realize  from  the 
language  of  Justice  Black,  that  four  Justices 
are  determined  to  nullify  the  efforts  of  the 
committee  to  require  .Answers  to  its  inquiries. 

They  know  that  Chief  Justice  Warren  and 
Justices  Black,  Douglas,  and  Brennan,  need 
only  one  recruit/ to  thwart  their  investiga¬ 
tions.  Encouraging,  however,  is  the  fact 
that  Justice  Stewart,  the  most  recently  ap¬ 
pointed  Jusjnce,  voted  with  the  new  major¬ 
ity. 

Power  intoxicates  men.  Intoxication  from 
alcohol  is  temporary;  from  power,  it  is  often 
permanent. 

The  appellate  power  of  the  Supreme 
Court,  under  the  Constitution  is  regulated 
by  the  Congress.  The  Court  can  exercise  no 
rower  not  given  to  it  by  Congress.  Congress 
f should  act  now  to  curb  the  Court. 

BRAIN  WASHERS 

One  phase  of  the  effort  to  brainwash  the 
South,  is  the  charge  that  our  failure  to  coop¬ 
erate  wholeheartedly  in  the  integration  pro¬ 
gram  in  schools,  will  stop  industrialists  from 
coming  south.  That  is  absurd.  In  the  5 
years  that  have  elapsed  since  the  segrega¬ 
tion  decision,  the  little  State  of  South  Caro¬ 
lina  has  had  an  increase  in  new,  expanded 
industries  amounting  to  $639  million.  There 
has  been  a  similar  increase  in  Georgia  and 
other  Southern  States. 

The  political  propagandists  who  try  to 
frighten  us  do  not  control  industry.  In  my 
extensive  acquaintance  with  industrial  lead¬ 
ers  of  the  North,  I  have  not  found  one  who 
was  deterred  from  moving  South  by  this 
argument.  In  most  cases,  for  them  it  is 
academic,  because,  like  many  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  officials  in  Washington,  they  send  their 
children  to  private  or  church  schools.  How¬ 
ever,  if  any  industrialist  does  not  want  to 
move  his  business  to  South  Carolina  unless 
the  people  embrace  integration,  we  would 


were  he/d.  The  Court  this  time  dismissed  prefer  he  remain  in  his  present  location, 
the  appfeal  and  Girard  College  is  still  seg/-  Another  argument  to  frighten  us  is  that 
gated/  \  segregation  hurts  our  relations  with  the  Arab 

In/the  Nelson  decision  of  1956  the  Court/ nations.  That  is  false  propaganda.  That 
_  n  ,  =  -  ,  rgument  was  first  made  5  or  6  years  ago 

en  the  segregation  cases  were  pending. 
Integration  was  ordered  by  the  Court,  and 
the /Government  resorted  to  enforcement 
with  tfoops.  Instead  of  improving,  our  rela¬ 
tions  wjth  the  Arab  people  have  worsened. 

ARAB  TROUBLES 

Our  trouble  with  the  Arab  governments 
is  due  notxto  segregation  but  support  of 
Israel.  During  the  last  war,  those  govern¬ 
ments  cooperated  with  the  United  States. 

After  the  war  the  Democratic  and  Repub¬ 
lican  Parties,  competing  for  the  votes  of 
Jewish  citizens,  gave  all-out  support  to  in¬ 
creasing  the  immigration  of  Jews  to  what 
is  now  Israel.  We  encouraged  the  estab¬ 
lishment  of  Israel.  We  were  the  first  to 
recognize  the  new  state.  That  support 
brought  to  an  end  our  coronal  relations  with 
the  Arabs. 

There  is  little  hope  of  reconciling  the  Jews 
and  Arabs.  Pride  of  race  ami  religion  is 
involved.  The  Arab  governments  do  not 
allow  a  Jew  to  enter  their  countries  except 
temporarily,  to  visit  relatives.  The  Jews 
have  been  persecuted  for  centuries,  rout  by 
their  courage  and  perseverance  they  have 
preserved  the  integrity  of  their  race.  Their 
people  do  not  marry  Arabs.  The  Jews  and 
Arabs  provide  the  outstanding  examples  of 
segregation. 


stmck  down  a  Pennsylvania  law,  providing 
inishment  for  criminal  conspiracy  to  over¬ 
throw  the  Government  by  force,  holding  that 
the  Federal  Smith  Act  monopolized  the  field. 
Last  week  the  Court,  in  the  Uphaus  case,  in 
a  5  to  4  decision  reversed  its  1956  decision, 
but,  to  distinguish  it  from  the  Nelson  case, 
said  that  under  Nelson,  a  State  could  pro¬ 
ceed  with  prosecutions  for  sedition  against 
the  State  itself.  That  is  some  progress. 

EFFECTIVE  THREAT 

The  Court’s  decision  in  the  Watkins  case 
(1957)  restricting  the  power  of  Congress  to 
investigate,  resulted  in  the  pending  legisla¬ 
tion  to  curb  the  Court.  The  threat  of  con¬ 
gressional  action  apparently  was  effective. 

Last  week  in  another  case,  Barenblatt,  the 
Court  by  another  5  to  4  decision  held  as  to 
congressional  investigations,  “The  judiciary 
lacks  authority  to  intervene  on  the  basis  of 
motives  which  spurred  the  exercise  of  that 
power.” 

Justice  Harlan,  for  the  majority,  sought  to 
distinguish  the  facts  from  the  Watkins  case. 
A  vigorous  dissent  by  Justice  Black  was  con¬ 
curred  in  by  his  usUal  associates.  Justices 
Warren,  Douglas,  and  Brennan,  charging 
that  “exposure  and  punishment  is  the  aim 
of  the  committee  and  the  reason  for  its 
existence.”  They  further  said  the  Un- 
American  Activities  Committee’s  inquiries 
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1.  WHEAT;  IQDACCCrpTttireS  Received  from  the  President  veto  message*  on 

S.  1963,  the  wheat  bill  (S.  Doc.  33),  and  3.  1901,  Llie  tubacco  bill  fS.  Doc.~32 
p.  10876  €  ,  j 

■  Sen. — Cooper"  criticized  the  veto  of  the  tobacco  bili' and  stated  that  he  woul 
consult  with  repr  e  sent  at  i  vea--cHg~-fc-he"- J  ’tobacco  Sta-t-es  in  Congres-a1*  and-other  s 
before  I  make1  a  tte-ci'sion  -ers— to  the -course  of  acfcion-we  shall  now-  t-aktr.-1  *0-en. 
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\ 


4.  MUTUAL  SECURITY.  As  reported  by  the  Foreign  Relations  Committee,  S.  1451,  to 
extend  the  mutual  security  program,  includes  provisions  as  follows:  Requires 
that  at  least  $175,000,000  (same  amount  as  in  last  year's  Act)  of  mutual 
security  funds  be  used  to  finance  the  export  and  sale  for  foreign  currencies  of 
surplus  agricultural  commodities;  authorizes  $2,300,000  (last  year's  ap/ropria- 
tion  was  $2,100,000)  for  ocean  freight  to  move  supplies  donated  to  and' by 
American  voluntary  agencies;  and  authorizes  $179,500,000  for  technical  coopera¬ 
tion  programs.. 


With  regard  to  local  currencies  obtained  from  the  sale  of  surpj 
under  Public  Law  480,  the  committee  report  states: 


is  commodites 


.  "The  committee  is  becoming  increasingly  concerned  over  the  problems 
posed,. both  immediately  and  over  the  long  term,  by  U.  S.  .Accumulation 
of  large  amounts  of  foreign  currencies.*** 


’the  committee  hopes  the  executive  branch  will  continue  its  studies  of 
this  subject  and  submit  specific  recommendations  for'  congressional  action. 

In  the  meantime  the  committee  takes  this  opportunity  to  record  its  view 
that  rather  too  restricted  use.  has  been  made  of  the  authority  of  the  Presi 
dent  under  section  104  of  Public  Law  480  to  wai/e  the  requirement  of  appro-  ' 
priations  in  the  case  of  foreign  currencies  u^ed  for  economic  development 
grants.*** 


Inability  to  utilize  currencies  in  tui 
Puolic  Law  480.*** 


inhibits  further  sales  under 


"All  countries  in  which  there  are  l4rge  accumulations  of  Public  Law  480 
currencies  have  great  needs  for  invej*cijient  in  projects  such  as  roads, 
schools,  and  health  facilities.  Although  the  emphasis  of  the  program  should 
continue  to  be  on  loans,  the  committee  feels  that  the  Presidential  waiver 
authority  should  be  used  more  liberally  to  make  grants." 


5.  FOREIGN  TRADE.  Received  from  the /President  message  transmitting  the  third 
annual  report  on  the  operation  of  the  trade  agreements  program  (S.  Doc.  31). 
p.  10773  7 


6.  BUDGET.  Sen.  Byrd,  Va. ,  inserted  a  resolution  from  the  Controllers  Institute  of 
America  urging  adherence  to  a  balanced  budget  in  1960  hpd  in  future  years  of 
normal  economic  activity/7  p.  10774 


7.  FOOD  FOR  PEACE.  Sen.  E<ilbright  stated  that  the  Senate  Foreign  Relations  Com¬ 
mittee  will  hold  hearings  on  S.  1711,  the  food  for  peace  bill,  on  July  7  and  8, 
p.  10777  7  x 


8.  FEDERAL-STATE  RELATIONS.  Sen.  Dodd  criticized  H.  R.  3,  to  establish  rules  of 
interpretation  concerning  the  effect  of  acts  of  Congress  on  State\laws,  as 
passed  by  the /louse,  as  leading  to  "chaos  in  the  field  of  Federal-State 
relationship/,'  and  stated  that  it  is  a  "one-shot  attempt  to  rewrite\a  century 
and  a  half  j6f  history.”  p.  10783  X 


9.  FOREIGN  CJJRRENCIES.  The  Armed  Services  Committee  reported  an  original  bill 
S.  2280^  to  authorize  construction  at  military  installations,  including  tL 
use  oy  foreign  currencies  under  Public  Law  480  for  foreign  military  housing'' 
construction  (S.  Rept.  434).  p.  10883 

similar  bill,  H.  R.  5674,  was  made  the  unfinished  business  for  considers* 
t ion  Mon. ,  June  29.  p.  10879 
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,  MESSAGE 

FBOM 

THE  PRESIDENT  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

RETURNING 

WITHOUT  APPROVAL  THE  BILL  (S.  1968)  ENTITLED  “AN  ACT  TO 
AMEND  THE  AGRICULTURAL  ACT  OF  1949,  AS  AMENDED,  THE 
AGRICULTURAL  ADJUSTMENT  ACT  OF  1938,  AS  AMENDED,  AND 
PUBLIC  LAW  74,  77TH  CONGRESS,  AS  AMENDED” 


June  25,  1959. — Ordered  to  lie  on  the  tabic  and  to  be  printed 


To  the  Senate: 

1  I  am  returning  herewith,  without  my  approval,  S.  1968,  a  bill  to 
amend  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  and  Public  Law  74,  77th 
Congress,  as  amended. 

This  bill  seeks  to  enact  temporary  wheat  legislation.  It  would 
require  wheat  producers  to  reduce  their  acreage  by  25  percent  and 
at  the  same  time  would  provide  for  increases  in  price  supports  on 
wheat  to  90  percent  of  parity. 

On  May  15  when  I  approved  the  joint  resolution  for  extending  the 
date  for  announcing  the  1960  wheat  acreage  allotments  and  marketing 
quotas  I  said,  “It  is  my  hope  that  these  additional  2  weeks  will  be 
used  by  the  Congress  to  enact  realistic  and  constructive— not 
stopgap — wheat  legislation.” 

The  proposed  legislation  embodied  in  H.R.  7246  is  stopgap.  It  is 
not  realistic.  It  is  not  constructive.  It  goes  backward  instead  of 
forward.  It  is  not  in  the  interest  of  the  wheat  farmers  of  America. 

The  bill  disregards  the  facts  of  modern  agriculture.  The  history 
of  acreage  control  programs — particularly  in  the  case  of  wheat — 
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reveals  that  they  just  do  not  control  production.  Under  acreage 
controls  in  the  1954-58  period,  acreage  was  reduced  by  over  25 
percent  but  at  the  same  time  yield  per  acre  was  increased  by  about  30 
percent.  The  same  situation  would  be  likely  to  happen  in  1960 
and  1961.  The  poorest  acres  would  be  retired  from  production  and 
all  the  modern  technology  would  be  poured  onto  the  remainder. 

Hence  the  bill  would  probably  increase,  and  in  any  event  would  not 
substantially  decrease,  the  cost  of  the  present  excessively  expensive 
wheat  program  now  running  at  approximately  $700  million  a  year. 

In  my  January  29,  1959,  special  message  on  agriculture,  I  recom¬ 
mended  that  price  supports  be  related  to  a  percentage  of  the  average 
market  price  during  the  immediately  preceding  years.  In  this 
message  I  also  stated  that  if  in  spite  of  the  tremendous  increases  in 
yields  per  acre  the  Congress  still  preferred  to  relate  price  support  to 
existing  standards  then  the  Secretary  should  have  discretion  in 
establishing  support  levels  in  accordance  with  guidelines  nowr  in  the* 
law. 

Contrary  to  the  recommendations  I  made,  this  bill  prescribes  for  a 
sick  patient  another  dose  of  what  caused  his  illness.  The  proposed 
return  to  the  discredited  high,  rigid  price  supports  would  hasten  the 
complete  collapse  of  the  entire  wheat  program. 

While  the  horn  is  late  I  feel  that  this  Congress  still  has  the  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  adopt  realistic  wheat  legislation  beneficial  to  all  segments  of 
our  economy. 

Dwight  D.  Eisenhower. 

The  White  House,  June  25,  1959. 


S.  1968 

Eighty-Sixth  Congress  of  the  United  States  of  America,  at  the  First 
Session,  Begun  and  Held  at  the  City  of  Washington  on  Wednesday, 
the  Seventh  Day  of  January,  One  Thousand  Nine  Hundred  and  Fifty- 
nine 


AN  ACT  To  strengthen  the  wheat  marketing  quota  and  price  support  program. 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  Lnited  States  of, 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  title  1  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as' 
amended,  is  amended  by  adding  the  following  new  section: 

“Sec.  106.  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  101  of  this  Act,  for  each 
of  the  1960  and  1961  crops  of  wheat  price  support  shall  be  made  available  as 
provided  in  this  section.  The  support  price  for  each  such  crop  shall  be  90  per 
centum  of  the  parity  price  therefor.  Wheat  of  any  such  crop  shall  be  eligible  for 
price  support  only  if  (1)  the  farm  on  which  the  wheat  is  produced  is  in  compliance 
with  the  farm  wheat  acreage  allotment  for  such  crop,  and  (2)  the  total  acreage 
on  the  farm  devoted  to  the  production  of  crops  supported  under  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  which  would  normally  be  harvested  in  the  calendar 
year  in  which  the  wheat  crop  for  which  the  producer  applies  for  price  support  is 
normally  harvested,  does  not  exceed  the  total  average  annual  acreage  on  the  farm, 
devoted  to  the  production  of  such  price  supported  crops  for  harvest  in  1957  and 
1958,  less  an  acreage  equal  to  25  per  centum  of  the  farm  acreage  allotment  for 
the  crop  of  wheat  for  which  application  for  price  support  is  made  which  would  be 
in  effect  for  the  farm  except  for  the  reduction  thereof  as  provided  in  section 
334(c)(2)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended:  Provided, 
however,  That  a  farm  shall  be  deemed  in  compliance  with  the  foregoing  require¬ 
ments  for  price  support  for  wheat  if  no  crop  other  than  wheat  supported  under 
the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  is  produced  on  the  farm  for  harvest  in 
1960  or  1961,  whichever  is  applicable,  and  the  farm  is  in  compliance  with  the  farm 
wheat  acreage  allotment.  In  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary,  the  acreage  of  such  price  supported  crops  for  1957  and  1958  may  be 
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adjusted  for  abnormal  weather  conditions,  established  crop-rotation  practices  for 
the  farm,  diversion  under  soil  bank  programs,  and  to  reflect  history  acreage 
preserved  under  section  377  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended,  to  the  extent  of  any  unused  allotment  not  diverted  to  the  production  of 
such  price  supported  crops.  For  the  purposes  of  this  section  a  producer  shall  not 
be  deemed  to  have  exceeded  the  farm  acreage  allotment  or  the  acreage  of  per¬ 
mitted  price  supported  crops  for  the  farm  unless  the  producer  knowingly  exceeded 
such  allotment  or  permitted  acreage.  In  addition,  for  the  1960  or  1961  crops  of 
wheat,  if  marketing  quotas  for  the  particular  crop  are  in  effect  and  the  producers 
on  the  farm  meet  the  foregoing-requirements  for  price  support  and,  in  accordance 
with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  designate  an  acreage  on  the  farm 
equal  to  the  25  per  centum  reduction  in  the  farm  acreage  allotment  required  under 
section  334(c)(2)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act,  as  amended,  for  the  par¬ 
ticular  crop  of  wheat  and  do  not  produce  any  crop  thereon  which  is  normally 
harvested  in  the  calendar  year  in  which  the  particular  crop  of  wheat  is  normally 
harvested  and  do  not  graze  such  acreage  during  such  year,  such  producers  shall  be 
entitled  to  a  wheat  payment  in  kind  from  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  stocks 
equal  in  value  to  one-third  of  the  average  annual  yield  in  bushels  of  wheat  per 
harvested  acre  on  the  farm  for  the  three  years  immediately  preceding  the  year 
\for  which  the  designation  is  made,  adjusted  for  abnormal  weather  conditions  and 
3  as  determined  under  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  multiplied  by  the 
number  of  designated  acres.  Such  wheat  may  be  marketed  without  penalty 
but  shall  not  be  eligible  for  price  support.  The  payment  in  kind  shall  be  made 
by  the  issuance  of  a  negotiable  certificate  which  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
shall  redeem  in  wheat  equal  in  value  to  the  value  of  the  certificate.  The  certifi¬ 
cate  shall  have  a  value  equal  to  the  number  of  bushels  determined  as  aforesaid 
multiplied  by  the  basic  county  support  rate  per  bushel  for  number  one  wheat  of 
the  crop  normally  harvested  in  the  year  for  which  the  acreage  is  designated  and 
for  the  county  in  which  the  designated  acreage  is  located.  The  wheat  redeemable 
for  such  certificate  shall  be  valued  at  the  market  price  thereof  as  determined  by 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation.  The  Secretary  shall  provide  by  regulation  for 
the  sharing  of  a  certificate  among  producers  on  the  farm  on  a  fair  and  equitable 
basis.  The  acreage  on  the  farm  which  would  otherwise  be  eligible  to  be  placed  in 
the  conservation  reserve  program  for  1960  or  1961  shall  be  reduced  by  an  amount 
equal  to  the  required  reduction  of  25  per  centum  under  section  334(c)(2)  of  the 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  for  the  wheat  crop  of  the  cor¬ 
responding  year.  Price  support  at  90  per  centum  of  parity  under  this  section 
shall  be  made  available  only  to  cooperators  and  only  if  producers  have  not  dis¬ 
approved  marketing  quotas  for  the  crop:  Provided  further,  l)  That  beginning 
with  the  crop  of  wheat  to  be  harvested  in  1960,  the  total  amount  of  price  support 
extended  to  any  person  on  any  year’s  production  of  wheat  through  loans  or  pur¬ 
chases  made  or  made  available  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  or  other 
agency  of  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  shall  not  exceed  $35,000,  (2)  That 
the  term  ‘person’  shall  mean  an  individual,  partnership,  firm,  joint-stock  com- 
N  pany,  corporation,  association,  trust,  estate,  or  other  legal  entity,  or  any  two  or 
more  legal  entities  the  beneficial  ownership  of  which  is  substantially  the  same  or  is 
in  members  of  the  same  household,  or  a  State,  political  subdivision  of  a  State, 
or  any  agency  thereof,  except  that  in  the  case  of  a  partnership  made  up  of  two  or 
more  separate  families  or  households  each  such  family  or  household  may  be  con¬ 
sidered  at  its  option  as  a  person  for  the  purposes  of  this  subsection,  (3)  That  in 
the  case  of  any  loan  to,  or  purchase  from,  a  cooperative  marketing  organization, 
such  limitation  shall  not  apply  to  the  amount  of  price  support  received  by  the 
cooperative  marketing  organization,  but  the  amount  of  price  support  made  avail¬ 
able  to  any  person  through  such  cooperative  marketing  organization  shall  be  in¬ 
cluded  in  determining  the  amount  of  price  support  received  by  Such  person  for 
purposes  of  such  limitation,  and  (4)  That  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall  issue 
regulations  prescribing  such  rules  as  he  determines  necessary  to  prevent  the 
evasion  of  such  limitation.  In  case  marketing  quotas  are  disapproved,  price 
support  shall  be  made  available  to  cooperators  and  noncooperators  at  50  per 
centum  of  parity:  Provided,  however,  That  for  the  purpose  of  section  407  of  the 
Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  the  current  support  price  for  wheat  shall  be 
determined  on  the  basis  of  a  price  support  level  for  wheat  of  75  per  centum  of  the 
parity  price  therefor.” 

Sec.  2.  (a)  In  lieu  of  the  provisions  of  item  (1)  of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy- 
seventh  Congress,  as  amended,  the  following  provisions  shall  apply  to  the  1960 
and  1961  crops  of  wheat: 

“(1)  If  a  national  marketing  quota  for  wheat  is  in  effect  for  any  marketing 
year,  farm  marketing  quotas  shall  be  in  effect  for  the  crop  of  wheat  which  is 
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normally  harvested  in  the  calendar  year  in  which  such  marketing  year  begins. 
The  farm  marketing  quota  for  any  crop  of  wheat  shall  be  the  actual  production 
of  the  acreage  planted  to  such  crop  of  wheat  on  the  farm  less  the  farm  marketing 
excess.  The  farm  marketing  excess  shall  be  an  amount  equal  to  double  the 
normal  yield  of  wheat  per  acre  established  for  the  farm  multiplied  by  the  number 
of  acres  planted  to  such  crop  of  wheat  on  the  farm  in  excess  of  the  farm  acreage 
allotment  for  such  crop  unless  the  producer,  in  accordance  with  regulations 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary  and  within  the  time  prescribed  therein,  establishes 
to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Secretary  the  actual  production  of  such  crop  of  wheat 
on  the  farm.  If  such  actual  production  is  so  established  the  farm  marketing 
excess  shall  be  such  actual  production  less  the  actual  production  of  the  farm 
wheat  acreage  allotment:  Provided,  however,  That  the  farm  marketing  excess 
shall  be  adjusted  to  zero  if  the  total  actual  production  on  the  farm  does  not  exceed 
the  normal  production  of  the  farm  wheat  acreage  allotment.  Actual  production 
of  the  farm  wheat  acreage  allotment  shall  mean  the  actual  average  yield  per 
harvested  acre  of  wheat  on  the  farm  multipled  by  the  number  of  acres  constituting 
the  farm  acreage  allotment.  In  determining  the  actual  average  yield  per  harvested 
acre  of  wheat  and  the  actual  production  of  wheat  on  the  farm  any  acreage  utilized 
for  feed  without  threshing  after  the  wheat  is  headed,  or  available  for  such  utiliza¬ 
tion  at  the  time  the  actual  production  is  determined,  shall  be  considered  harvested 
acreage  and  the  production  thereof  in  terms  of  grain  shall  be  appraised  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  and  such  production  included 
in  the  actual  production  of  wheat  on  the  farm.  The  acreage  planted  to  wheat 
on  a  farm  shall  include  all  acreage  planted  to  wheat  for  any  purpose  and  self- 
seeded  (volunteer)  wheat,  but  shall  not  include  any  average  that  is  disposed  of 
prior  to  harvest  in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary.’’ 

(b)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  item  (21  of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy- 
seventh  Congress,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1340(2)),  the  rate  of  penalty  on  wheat 
of  the  I960  and  1961  crops  shall  be  65  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  per  bushel  of 
wheat  as  of  May  1  of  the  calendar  year  in  wnich  the  crop  is  harvested. 

(c)  In  lieu  of  the  provisions  of  item  (3)  of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh 
Congress,  as  amended,  the  following  provisions  shall  apply  to  the  1960  and  1961 
crops  of  wheat: 

“(3)  The  farm  marketing  excess  for  wheat  shall  be  regarded  as  available  for 
marketing,  and  the  penalty  and  the  storage  amount  or  amounts  of  wheat  to  be 
delivered  to  the  Secretary  shall  be  computed  upon  double  the  normal  production 
of  the  excess  acreage.  If  the  farm  marketing  excess  so  computed  is  adjusted 
downward  on  the  basis  of  actual  production  as  heretofore  provided  the  difference 
between  the  amount  of  the  penalty  or  storage  computed  on  the  basis  of  double 
the  normal  production  and  as  computed  on  actual  production  shall  be  returned  to 
or  allowed  the  producer  or  a  corresponding  adjustment  made  in  the  amount  to 
be  delivered  to  the  Secretary  if  the  producer  elects  to  make  such  delivery.  The 
Secretary  shall  issue  regulations  under  which  the  farm  marketing  excess  of  wheat 
for  the  farm  shall  be  stored  or  delivered  to  him.  Upon  failure  to  store,  or  deliver 
to  the  Secretary,  the  farm  marketing  excess  within  such  time  as  may  be  deter¬ 
mined  under  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  the  penalty  computed  as 
aforesaid  shall  be  paid  by  the  producer.  Any  wheat  delivered  to  the  Secretary 
hereunder  shall  become  the  property  of  the  United  States  and  shall  be  disposed 
of  by  the  Secretary  for  relief  purposes  in  the  United  States  or  foreign  countries 
or  in  such  other  manner  as  he  shall  determine  will  divert  it  from  the  normal 
channels  of  trade  and  commerce.” 

(d)  Item  (7)  of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Congress,  as  amended  (7 
U.S.C.  1340(7))  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(7)  A  farm  marketing  quota  on  any  crop  of  wheat  shall  not  be  applicable  to 
any  farm  on  which  the  acreage  planted  to  wheat  for  such  crop  does  not  exceed 
fifteen  acres:  Provided,  however,  That  a  farm  marketing  quota  on  the  1960  and 
1961  crops  of  wheat  shall  be  applicable  to  any  farm  on  which  the  acreage  of 
wheat  exceeds  the  smaller  of  (1)  twelve  acres  or  (2)  the  highest  number  of  acres 
planted  to  wheat  on  the  farm  for  harvest  in  the  calendar  years  1957,  1958,  or 
1959.” 

Sec.  3.  Item  (12)  of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Congress,  as  amended 
(7  U.S.C.  1340(12))  shall  not  be  applicable  with  respect  to  the  1960  and  1961 
crops  of  wheat. 
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Sec.  4.  The  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  amended  as 
follows: 

(a)  Section  334  is  amended  by  inserting  “(1)”  after  “(c)”  and  adding  a  new 
subparagraph  (2)  following  subparagraph  (c)(1)  to  read  as  follows: 

“(2)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  each  old  or  new  farm  acreage 
allotment  for  the  1960  and  1961  crops  of  wheat  as  determined  on  the  basis  of  a 
minimum  national  acreage  allotment  of  fifty-five  million  acres  shall  be  reduced 
by  25  per  centum.  In  the  event  notices  of  farm  acreage  allotments  for  the  1960 
crop  of  wheat  have  been  mailed  to  farm  operators  prior  to  the  effective  date  of 
this  subparagraph  (2)  new  notices  showing  the  required  reduction  shall  be  mailed 
to  farm  operators  as  soon  as  practicable.” 

(b)  Section  334  is  further  amended  by  inserting  a  new  paragraph  (d)  between 
paragraphs  (c;  and  (e)  to  read  as  follows: 

“(d)  For  the  purposes  of  paragraphs  (a),  (b),  and  (c)  of  this  section  any  farm 
on  which  the  farm  marketing  excess  is  adjusted  to  zero  because  of  underproduction 
pursuant  to  applicable  provisions  of  law  shall  be  regarded  as  a  farm  on  which 
the  entire  amount  of  the  farm  marketing  excess  has  been  delivered  to  the  Secretary 
or  stored  in  accordance  with  applicable  regulations  to  avoid  or  postpone  the 
payment  of  the  penalty.” 

(c)  Subsection  (f)  of  section  335  is  amended  by  striking  out  the  semicolon  at 
the  end  of  item  (1)  and  adding  “and  shall  not  apply  to  other  farms  with  respect 
to  the  1960  and  1961  crops;”. 

(d)  Section  336  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“Sec.  336.  Between  the  date  of  issuance  of  any  proclamation  of  any  national 
marketing  quota  for  wheat  and  July  25  of  the  year  in  which  the  proclamation  is 
made  the  Secretary  shall  conduct  a  referendum  by  secret  ballot  to  determine 
whether  farmers  favor  or  oppose  such  quota.  Farmers  eligible  to  vote  in  such 
referendum  shall  be  producers  on  farms  with  respect  to  which  a  wheat  allotment 
has  been  established  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  this  Act  for  the  crop  of  wheat 
normally  harvested  in  the  calendar  year  in  which  the  referendum  is  held  and  who 
have  complied  with  such  acreage  allotment.  If  the  Secretary  determines  that 
more  than  one-third  of  the  farmers  voting  in  the  referendum  oppose  such  quota 
he  shall  prior  to  the  effective  date  of  such  quota  by  proclamation  suspend  the 
operation  of  the  national  marketing  quotas  with  respect  to  wheat”. 

(e)  Sections  362  is  amended  by  deleting  the  second  sentence  thereof. 

Sec.  5.  Subsections  (b)  and  (c)  of  section  335  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  are  hereby  repealed  and  subsection  (d)  of  said  section 
is  repealed  effective  beginning  with  the  1960  crop  of  wheat. 

Sam  Rayburn, 

Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives. 

Richard  Nixon, 

Vice  President  of  the  United  States  and  President  of  the  Senate. 

[Endorsement  on  back  of  bill:] 

I  certify  that  this  Act  originated  in  the  Senate. 

Felton  M.  Johnston,  Secretary. 
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TbA Senator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr. 
Case]  and  the  Senator  from  Vermont 
[Mr.  PiWty]  are  absent  on  official 
business  of  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works,  attending  the  opening  cere¬ 
monies  of  thk  St.  Lawrence  Seaway. 

The  Senatorsfrom  Idaho  [Mr.  Dwor- 
shak]  is  absentNm  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Wisconsin  [Mr. 
Wiley]  is  detained\n  official  business. 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Indi¬ 
ana  [Mr.  Capehart]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  Alaska  tMr.  Gruening]. 

If  present  and  voting*  the  Senator 
from  Indiana  would  vote  “'Hay,”  and  the 
Senator  from  Alaska  would\yote  “yea.” 

The  result  was  announced\-yeas  32, 
nays  47,  as  follows: 

YEAS— 32 


Anderson  _ 

Hart 

Magnusok 

Mansfleld\ 

Bartlett 

Hartke 

Byrd,  W  Va. 

Hayden 

Monroney  \ 

Cannon 

Hennings 

Moss  \ 

Randolph 

Carroll 

Jackson 

Clark 

Johnston,  S.C. 

Sparkman 

Dodd 

Jordan 

Symington 

Eastland 

Keiauver 

Williams,  N.J. 

Engle 

Kerr 

Yarborough 

Ervin 

Long 

Young,  Ohio 

Gore 

McCarthy 

NAYS — 47 

Allott 

Fulbright 

Neuberger 

Beall 

Goldwater 

Pastore 

Bennett 

Hickenlooper 

Proxmire 

Bible 

Hill 

Robertson 

Bridges 

Hruska 

Russell 

Bush 

Javits 

Saltonstall 

Butler 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Schoeppel 

Byrd,  Va. 

Keating 

Scott 

Case,  N.J. 

Kennedy 

Smathers 

Cooper 

Kuchel 

Smith 

Cotton 

Langer 

Stennis 

Curtis 

Lausche 

Talmadge 

Dirksen 

McClellan 

Thurmond 

Douglas 

Martin 

Williams,  Del. 

EUender 

Morton 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Frear 

Mundt 

NOT  VOTING— 

-19 

Aiken 

Green 

Murray 

Capehart 

Gruening  , 

Muskie 

Carlson 

Holland 

O’Mahoney 

Case,  S.  Dak. 

Humphrey 

Prouty 

Chavez 

McGee 

Wiley 

Church 

McNamara 

Dworshak 

Morse 

So  Mr.  Gore’s  amendment,  as  modified, 
was  rejected. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the  Gore 
amendment,  as  modified,  was  rejected. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  move  to  lay  that  motion  on  the 
table. 

The  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  o, 
the  table. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Th</bill 
is  open  to  further  amendment. 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  I  offer  the 
amendment  which  I  send  to  Hie  desk 
and  ask  to  have  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  offered  by  the /Senator  from 
Michigan  will  be  stated 

The  Legislative  Clerj£  On  page  2,  it 
is  proposed  to  strike  oat  line  15  and  in 
sert  the  following : 

“(1)  section  40610)  (relating  to  auto¬ 
mobile  parts  and  accessories) 

On  page  3,  it/s  proposed  to  strike  out 
lines  16  through  23l_ 

Mr.  HART:  Mr.  President,  the  effect 
of  this  amendment  would  be  to  remove 
the  3-pe0ent  excise  tax  on  automobiles 
which  was  imposed  at  the  time  of  the 
Korean:  war.  It  would  not  ^ffect  the 
basic/? -per  cent  excise  applicable  on  cars. 


How  much  is  involved?  About  $390 
million.  I  announced  my  intention,  on 
behalf  of  myself  and  the  senior  Senator 
from  Michigan  [Mr.  McNamara],  to  offer 
this  amendment  at  the  time  we  agreed 
to  remove  in  its  entirety  the  excise  tax 
on  passenger  tickets.  I  offer  it  now  for 
the  same  reasons  as  those  which  moti¬ 
vated  the  Senate  in  agreeing  to  the  re¬ 
moval  of  the  excise  on  passenger  trans¬ 
portation. 

I  believe  that  the  debate  at  that  time 
covers  the  reasons  for  my  amendment. 
We  are  not  asking  for  the  removal  of  the 
entire  excise  tax  on  automobiles.  We 
are  asking  only  that  the  3 -percent 
Korean  excise  tax  be  removed. 

I  shall  not  ask  for  a  yea-and-nay  vote. 

I  hope  that  Senators  who  feel  as  I  do 
are  in  strong  voice. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does 
the  Senator  from  Virginia  desire  to  use 
any  time? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  Virginia.  Mr.  President, 
\l  must  oppose  the  amendment.  I  hope 
ft  will  be  defeated. 

Vhe  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Do  both 
Senators  yield  back  their  time? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  Virginia.  Mr.  President^ 
I  yield  back  the  remainder  of  my  timet 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
back  the  remainder  of  my  time.  / 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER,/'  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  ptmend- 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from  Michi¬ 
gan  [Mr.  HartJN  [Putting  the  Question.] 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  for 
a  division.  \  / 

On  a  division  the  amendment  was  re¬ 
jected.  \/ 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
is  open  to  further  amendment.  If  there 
be  no  further  amendment  to  be  pro¬ 
posed,  the  question  is  on  the  engross¬ 
ment  of  the  amendment  and,  the  third 
reading  of  the/bill. 

The  amendments  were  ordered  to  be 
engrossed,  a/d  the  bill  to  be  read\ third 
time.  / 

The  bill  was  read  the  third  time. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Pre^- 
dent,  /  yield  back  the  remainder  of  ms 
time/  on  condition  that  the  minority 
leader  does  likewise. 

Ir.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
feck  the  remainder  of  my  time. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays  on  final 
passage  of  the  bill. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
having  been  read  the  third  time,  the 
question  is,  Shall  it  pass?  On  this  ques¬ 
tion  the  yeas  and  nays  have  been  or¬ 
dered,  and  the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr.  Mc¬ 
Gee]  and  the  Senator  from  Montana 
[Mr.  Murray]  are  absent  on  official 
business. 

The  Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr. 
Church],  the  Senator  from  Rhode  Is¬ 
land  [Mr.  Green],  the  Senator  from 
Florida  l Mr.  Holland],  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Humphrey],  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr.  Morse],  and 
the  Senator  from  Maine  [Mr.  Muskie] 
are  absent  on  official  business  as  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  U.S.  delegation  on  parlimen- 
tary  conferences  in  Canada. 


The  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr/ 
Chavez],  the  Senator  from  Alaska  [Mr. 
GrueningI,  and  the  Senator  from  Mich¬ 
igan  [Mr.  McNamara]  are  absent  on  of¬ 
ficial  business  attending  the  opening 
ceremonies  of  the  St.  Lawrence  Seaway. 

The  Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr. 
O’Mahoney]  is  absent  becauseo  f  illness. 

I  further  announce  that  if /present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from.  New  Mexico 
[Mr.  Chavez],  the  Senator  from  Idaho 
[Mr.  Church],  the  Senator  from  Rhode 
Island  [Mr.  Green], /the  Senator  from 
Alaska  [Mr.  Gruening],  the  Senator 
from  Florida  [Mr.  Holland],  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Humphrey], 
the  Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr.  Mc¬ 
Gee],  the  Senator  from  Michigan  [Mr. 
McNamara],  Hie  Senator  from  Oregon 
[Mr.  Morse! ,  the  Senator  from  Mon¬ 
tana  [Mr/ Murray],  the  Senator  from 
Maine  [Mr.  Muskie],  and  the  Senator 
from  Wyoming  [Mr.  O’Mahoney]  would 
each  Vote  “yea.” 

M /•  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr.  Aiken],  the 
Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Capehart], 
/and  the  Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Carl¬ 
son]  are  absent  on  official  business  as 
members  of  the  U.S.  delegation  to  con¬ 
ferences  in  Canada. 

The  Senator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr. 
Case]  and  the  Senator  from  Vermont 
[Mr.  Prouty]  are  absent  on  official  busi¬ 
ness  of  the  Committee  on  Public  Works, 
attending  the  opening  ceremonies  of  the 
St.  Lawrence  Seaway. 

The  Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr. 
Dworshak]  is  absent  on  official  busi¬ 
ness. 

The  Senator  from  Wisconsin  [Mi-. 
Wiley]  is  detained  on  official  business. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator 
from  Vermont  [Mi-.  Aiken],  the  Senator 
from  Indiana  [Mr.  Capehart],  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Carlson],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr.  Case],  and 
the  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr.  Prouty] 
would  each  vote  “yea.” 

The  result  was  announced— yeas  79, 
nays  0,  as  follows: 

YEAS— 79 


Allott 

Goldwater 

Monroney 

\nderson 

Gore 

Morton 

BVtlett 

Hart 

Moss 

Beall 

Hartke 

Mundt 

Bennett 

Hayden 

Neuberger 

Bible\ 

Hennings 

Pastore 

Bridges* 

Hickenlooper 

Proxmire 

Bush  \  ~ 

Hill 

Randolph 

Butler  \ 

Hruska 

Robertson 

Byrd,  Va.  \ 

Jackson 

Russell 

Byrd,  W.  Va.\ 

.  Javits 

Saltonstall 

Cannon 

\  Johnson,  Tex. 

Schoeppel 

Carroll 

NJohnstcn,  S.C. 

Scott 

Case,  N.J. 

Jordan 

Smathers 

Clark 

Keating 

Smith 

Cooper 

Kereuver 

Sparkman 

Cotton 

Kennedy 

Stennis 

Curtis 

Kerr  \ 

Symington 

Dirksen 

KuchelX 

Talmadge 

Dodd 

Langer  \ 

Thurmond 

Douglas 

Lausche  \ 

Williams,  N.J. 

Eastland 

Long  \ 

Williams,  Del. 

Ellender 

McCarthy  \ 

Yarborough 

Engle 

McCleUan  \ 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Ervin 

Magnuson 

\Young,  Ohio 

Frear 

Mansfield 

Fulbright 

Martin 

NAYS — 0 

NOT  VOTING— 

19  \ 

Aiken 

Green 

Murray\ 

Capehart 

Gruening 

Muskie  \ 

Carlson 

Holland 

OMahoneiv 

Case,  S.  Dak. 

Humphrey 

Prouty  \ 

Chavez 

McGee 

Wiley 

Church 

McNamara 

\ 

Dworshak 

Morse 

CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


So  the  bill  (H.R.  7523)  was  passed. 

The  title  was  amended  so  as  to  read: 
“An  act\to  provide  a  1-year  extension 
of  the  existing  corporate  normal-tax  rate 
and  of  certain  excise-tax  rates,  and  fox- 
other  purpos 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  move  tosreconsider  the  vote  by 
which  the  bill  waspassed. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
to  lay  that  motion  oil  the  table. 

The  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  Virginia^  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  move  that  the  Senate  insist  upon 
its  amendments  and  request\a  confer¬ 
ence  with  the  House  of  Representatives 
thereon,  and  that  the  Chair  ^appoint 
the  conferees  on  the  part  of  the  Senate. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to,  and\the 
Presiding  Officer  appointed  Mr.  B\rd 
of  Virginia,  Mr.  Kerr,  Mr.  Frear, 

Long,  Mi-.  Williams  of  Delaware,  Mr> 
Bennett,  and  Mr.  Butler,  conferees  on 
the  part  of  Senate. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  Virginia.  Mr.  President, 
I  also  ask  that  the  bill  be  printed,  show¬ 
ing  the  Senate  amendments. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


AUTHORIZATION  FOR,  VICE  PRESI¬ 
DENT  OR  PRESIDENT  PRO  TEM¬ 
PORE  TO  SIGN  ENROLLED  BILLS 
AND  RESOLUTIONS  DURING  THE 
ADJOURNMENT  OF  THE  SENATE 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
Vice  President  or  the  President  pro 
tempore  be  authoi’ized  to  sign,  during 
the  adjournment  following  today’s  ses¬ 
sion,  enrolled  bills  and  joint  resolutions 
duly  passed  by  the  two  Houses  and  found 
truly  em-olled,  and  that  the  Secretai-y 
be  authorized  to  receive  messages  from 
the  House. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


VETO  MESSAGES  FROM  THE 
PRESIDENT 


Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Ptesi- 
dent,  the  President  of  the  United  grates 
has  transmitted  to  the  Senate/  :oday 
two  veto  messages — one  on  S.  l/oi,  the 
so-called  tobacco  bill,  and  tluy  other  on 
S.  1968,  the  wheat  bill. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  mes¬ 
sages  be  considered  to  have  been  read, 
and  that,  with  the  accompanying  bills, 
they  be  ordered  to  lie/m  the  table  and 
be  printed  as  documems. 


AMENDMENT  OF  AGRICULTURAL 
ACT  OF  194£  TO  STABILIZE  AND 
PROTECTTHE  LEVEL  OF  SUPPORT 
FOR  TO^ACCO—VETO  MESSAGE-V 


To  the  Senate: 

I  return  herewith  without  my  approval 
S.  1901,  “an  act  to  amend  section  101(c) 
of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  and  the 
act  of  July  28,  1945,  to  stabilize  and  pro¬ 
tect  the  level  of  support  for  tobacco.” 
This  bill  fails  by  a  wide  margin  to  do 
what  should  be  done  if  the  best  long¬ 
term  interest  of  the  Nation’s  tobacco 
fanners  is  to  be  safeguarded. 

The  bill’s  merits  are  few.  For  the  first 
time  in  many  years  tobacco  prices  would 
be  supported  at  less  than  90  percent  of 
parity-*— in  the  first  year,  for  example,  at 
88  percent  for  Flue- cured  tobacco  and  at 
87  pei-cent  for  burley.  Supporting  to¬ 
bacco  prices  as  provided  in  S.  1901, 
rather  than  at  90  percent  of  parity  under 
a  continuation  of  present  law,  would 
result  in  a  saving  to  the  U.S.  Government 
in  the  first  year  of  $14  million. 

The  bill’s  demerits,  however,  are 
fundamental  and  far  reaching.  The  bill 
takes  a  long  step  backward  by  resurrect¬ 
ing  90  percent  of  “old  parity”  as  one/ 
sis  for  determining  the  support  ley 
fois.  tobacco.  The  Congress  itself 
caraed  the  “old  parity”  formula  wears 
ago.  'Because  the  bill  actually  can/fesult 
in  the  support  level  being  set  at  2 0  per¬ 
cent  of  V>ld  parity,”  the  American  to¬ 
bacco  fanner  in  such  circumstances 
could  vei*y  easily  be  misled  in/o  believing 
he  would  receive  90  percen/of  parity,  as 
parity  is  competed  for  sja  other  com¬ 
modities. 

But  more  importantly,  I  cannot  ap¬ 
prove  a  bill  that  h^ds  out  hope  to  the 
tobacco  farmer  that/bovill  help  him  solve 
his  problems,  wheyri suaa  is  not  the  case. 
U.S.  growers  of  rnany  types  of  tobacco 
are  heavily  dependent  \ipon  exports. 
Yet  we  have  .been  fast  losing  our  fail- 
share  of  foreign  markets.  \The  dete¬ 
rioration  ijn  our  tobacco  sales  abroad 
can  be  chrectly  attributed  to  the  high 
level  of  /rice  supports  that  are  required 
by  existing  law.  And  while  prices 'have 
been/supported  at  these  high  levels,  and 
would  continue  to  be  under  this  bill,  the 
la>v  has  required  severe  cuts  in  tobacco* 
reage  in  the  United  States  at  a  time 
hen  acreage  and  production  abroad 
have  been  expanding.  The  best  that  can 
be  said  about  S.  1901  is  that  it  might  slow 
down  the  rate  at  which  we  are  losing  our 
fair  share  of  foreign  mai-kets.  It  would 
not  pi-event  further  losses.  It  certainly 
will  not  regain  any  lost  markets,  because 
the  level  of  price  supports  it  requires 
would  still  be  too  high. 

I  believe  the  bill’s  demerits  far  out¬ 
weigh  its  merits,  and  accordingly  I  am 
returning  it  without  my  approval. 

The  Congress  has  a  pressing  responsi¬ 
bility  to  enact  realistic  legislation  de¬ 
signed  to  meet  the  problems  of  tobacco 
farmers — legislation  such  as  that  recom¬ 
mended  in  my  special  message  of  Janu¬ 
ary  29,  1959. 

Dwight  D.  Eisenhower. 
The  White  House,  June  25,  1959. 


June  25 


the  President  of  the  United  States, 
which  was  read,  and,  with  the  accom¬ 
panying  bill,  ordered  to  lie  on  the  table, 
and  to  be  printed : 


NO.  32) 


(S.  I 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  laid  before 
the  Sedate  the  following  message  from 
the  President  of  the  United  States,  which 
was /re  ad,  and,  with  the  accompanying 
ordered  to  lie  on  the  table,  and  to 
printed: 


[STRENGTHENING  OF  WHEAT  MAR¬ 
KETING  QUOTA  AND  PRICE  SUP¬ 
PORT  PROGRAM— VETO  MESSAGE 
(S.  DOC.  NO.  33) 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  laid  before 
the  Senate  the  following  message  from 


To  the  Senate: 


I  am  returning  herewith,  without  my 
approval,  S.  1968,  a  bill  “to  amend  the 
Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  the 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended,  and  Public  Law  74,  77th  Con¬ 
gress,  as  amended.” 

This  bill  seeks  to  enact  temporary 
wheat  legislation.  It  would  require 
wheat  producers  to  reduce  their  acreage 
by  25  percent  and  at  the  same  time  would 
provide  for  increases  in  price  supports  on 
wheat  to  90  percent  of  parity. 

On  May  15  when  I  approved  the  joint 
resolution  for  extending  the  date  for 
announcing  the  1960  wheats  acreage  al¬ 
lotments  and  marketing  quotas  I  said: 

It  is  my  hope  that  these  additional  2 
weeks  will  be  used  by  the  Congress  to  enact 
realistic  and  constructive — not  stopgap — 
wheat  legislation. 


The  proposed  legislation  embodied  in 
H.R.  7246  is  stopgap.  It  is  not  realistic. 
It  is  not  constructive.  It  goes  backward 
instead  of  forward.  It  is  not  in  the  in¬ 
terest  of  the  wheat  farmers  of  America. 

The  bill  disregards  the  facts  of  modem 
agriculture.  The  history  of  acreage  con¬ 
trol  programs — particularly  in  the  case 
of  wheat — reveals  that  they  just  do  not 
control  production.  Under  acreage  con¬ 
trols  in  the  1954-58  period,  acreage  was 
reduced  by  over  25  percent  but  at  the 
same  time  yield  per  acre  was  increased  by 
about  30  percent.  The  same  situation 
would  be  likely  to  happen  in  1960  and 
1961.  The  poorest  acres  would  be  re¬ 
tired  from  production  and  all  the  mod¬ 
ern  technology  would  be  poured  onto  the 
remainder. 

Hence  the  bill  would  probably  increase, 
and  in  any  event  would  not  substantially 
decrease,  the  cost  of  the  present  ex¬ 
cessively  expensive  wheat  program  now 
running  at  approximately  $700  million  a 
year. 

In  my  January  29,  1959,  special  mes¬ 
sage  on  agriculture,  I  recommended  that 
price  supports  be  related  to  a  percentage 
of  the  average  market  price  during  the 
immediately  preceding  years.  In  this 
message  I  also  stated  that  if  in  spite 
of  the  tremendous  increases  in  yields 
per  acre  the  Congress  still  preferred  to 
relate  price  support  to  existing  standards 
then  the  Secretary  sliould  have  discre¬ 
tion  in  establishing  support  levels  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  guidelines  now  in  the  law. 

Contrary  to  the  recommendations  I 
made,  this  bill  prescribes  for  a  sick  pa¬ 
tient  another  dose  of  w-hat  caused  his 
illness.  The  proposed  return  to  the  dis¬ 
credited  high,  rigid  price  supports  would 
hasten  the  complete  collapse  Of  the  en¬ 
tire  wheat  program. 

While  the  hour  is  late  I  feel  that  this 
Congress  still  has  the  opportunity  to 
adopt  realistic  wheat  legislation  benefi¬ 
cial  to  all  segments  of  our  economy. 

Dwight  D.  Eisenhower. 

The  White  House,  June  25,  1959. 


HOLD  FOR  RELEASE 


HOLD  FOR  RELEASE 


June  25,  1959 

CONFIDENTIAL;. ‘To, be  held  in  STRICT, CONFIDENCE  a, nd.no  portion, 
synopsis  or  intimation ■  t.o  be  given  out  or  published  until  the  President's 
Message  has  been  delivered  to  the  Senate,;  Extreme  care. rpust.  therefore 
be  exercised  to  avoid  preinature  publication,  1  ..  . 


Anne  Wheaton,  Acting'  Press  Secretary  to  the  President 


THE  WHITE  HOUSE 


TO  THE  SENATE: 

I  am  returning  herewith,  without  my  approval,  S,  1968,  a  bill 
"To  amend  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  and  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh 
Congress,  as  amended." 

This  bill  seeks  to  enact  temporary  wheat  legislation.  It  would 
require  wheat  producers  to  reduce  their  acreage  by  25  percent  and  at 
the  same  time  would  provide  for  increases  in  price  supports  on  wheat 
to  90  percent  of  parity. 

On  May  15  when  I  approved  the  Joint  Resolution  for  extending 
the  date  for  announcing  the  I960  wheat  acreage  allotments  and  marketing 
quotas  I  said,  "It  is  my  hope  that  these  additional  two  weeks  will  be  used 
by  the  Congress  to  enact  realistic  and  constructive  --  not  stopgap  --  wheat 
legislation. " 

The  proposed  legislation  embodied  in  H.  R.  7246  is  stopgap.  It 
is  not  realistic.  It  is  not  constructive.  It  goes  backward  instead  of 
forward.  It  is  not  in  the  interest  of  the  wheat  farmers  of  America. 

The  bill  disregards  the  facts  of  modern  agriculture.  The  history 
of  acreage  control  programs  --  particularly  in  the  case  of  wheat  --  reveals 
that  they  just  do  not  control  production.  Under  acreage  controls  in  the 
1954-58  period,  acreage  was  reduced  by  over  25  percent  but  at  the  same 
time  yield  per  acre  was  increased  by  about  30  percent.  The  same  situation 
would  be  likely  to  happen  in  I960  and  1961.  The  poorest  acres  would  be 
retired  from  production  and  all  the  modern  technology  would  be  poured 
onto  the  remainder. 

Hence  the  bill  would  probably  increase^  and  in  any  event  would 
not  substantially  decrease,  the  cost  of  the  present  excessively  expensive 
wheat  program  now  running  at  approximately  $700  million  a  year. 

In  my  January  29,  1959,  special  message  on  Agriculture,  I 
recommended  that  price  supports  be  related  to  a  percentage  of  the 
average  market  price  during  the  immediately  preceding  years.  In  this 
message  I  also  stated  that  if  in  spite  of  the  tremendous  increases  in 
yields  per  acre  the  Congress  still  preferred  to  relate  price  support  to 
existing  standards  then  the  Secretary  should  have  discretion  in  estab¬ 
lishing  support  levels  in  accordance  with  guidelines  now  in  the  law. 


more 


Contrary  to  the  recommendations  I  made,  this  bill  prescribes  for 
"  a  sick  patient  another  dose  of  what  caused  his,  illness.  The  proposed 
return  to  the  discredited  high,  rigid  price  supports  would  hasten  the 
complete  collapse  of  the  entire  wheat  program. 

While  the  hour  is  late  I  feel  that  this.£pngress  still  has.  the 
opportunity  to  adopt  realistic  wheat  legislation  beneficial  to  all  segments 
of  our  economy,  a 


DWIGHT  D.  EISENHOWER 


THE  WHITE  HOUSE, 


June  25,  1959. 
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